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The New Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 

Tue Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restriction) 
Act, 19i¥, has now been issued, but it comes too late for us 
to print the whole of it this week. We print, however, on 
another page the slight change which has been made in section 
2 (1), the addition of the sub-clauses to sections 4 and 5, and 
the addition of sections 6 and 7, which did not appear in the 
Bill as printed. This may be sufficient to enable the scope and 
operation ol the Act to be appre¢ iated, though it will not be 
an easy matter to read into the principal Act—the Act of 1915 

all the changes which have been made 


The Stock Exchange and Enemy-born Subjects. 
Tue House of Lords has dismissed the appeal in Wein- 
berger v. Inglis (Times, 8th inst.), and, having regard to the 
wide discretionary powers of the Sto k Exchange Committee 
as to the annual re-elettion of members, the result is not sur- 
prising. Under the rules of the Stock Exchange, the com- 
mittee are in March of each year to elect and admit for one 
year such candidates as they shall deem eligible to be members 
of the Stock Exchange. The plaintiff, who was up to 1917 
a member, was of enemy birth, bat he was naturalized here in 
1892, and subsequently was denaturalized in Germany. We 
do not gather that there was any objection to him personally, 
apart from his enemy birth, and it might have been thought 
that this had been removed by the statutory incidente attach- 
ing to his change of citize 7“) Under section 3 of the 
British Nationality, &c., Act, 1914, repeating the correspond- 
ing provision of the Naturalization Act, 1870, a naturalized 
person is entitled to all the political and other rights, powers, 
and privileges, and is subject to all the obligations, duties, and 
liabilities of a natural-born British subject. In other words, 
there is, as regards all questions of status, no distinction 
between a British-born and an alien-born British subject, and 
in all matters coming up for direct legal decision 
depending on etatus, no Court can discriminate between 
the two classes; nor, we imagine, is any public body 
entitled to do so But the Stock Exchange does not 
rank as a public body, and is not governed by the 
analogy of the statute. As to the propriety of the action of 
the committee, it is not for us to/express an opinion, The 
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question of re-electing Mr. WEINBERGER was, under the rules, 
in their discretion, and they decided against him. At the 
close of his judgment the Lord Chancellor referred in a 
marked wavy to the thirty years of British citizenship which 
Mr. WeEINBERGER had to his credit, without suggestion of 
failure towards the substituted allegiance, and intimated that 
norma! relations might soon be restored. No doubt this will 
be so The whole matter, fortunately, is transitory in its 


mature 


Increment Value Duty on Death as a Charge on 
Land. 

THE QUESTION to what extent increment value duty payable 
on the occasion of death is a charge upon the land is one, we 
believe, which not infrequently causes difficulty in practice. 
Under section 5 of the Finance Act, 1910, the provisions as to 
the assessment, collection and recovery of estate duty under the 
Finance Act, 1894, are to apply as if I.V.D. on death were 
estate duty. Now under section 9 (1) of the Act of 1894 the 
rateable part of estate duty in respect of property which does 
not pass to the executor as such is a ¢ harge on the property, 
and it is by reason of this provision that estate duty is charged 
on real estate, so that a purchaser has to see that the charge 
is cleared. jut leaseholds pass to the executor as such, and 
in respect of these there is no charge for estate duty By virtue 
of section 5 the same rules apply to I.V.D. payable on the 
occasion of death, and hence it is a charge on real estate, but 
not on leaseholds It may be thought that the latter part of 
the first paragraph of section 5 suggests a different result. This 
runs: ‘‘ Where any interest in land in respect of which I.V.D. 
is payable is property passing to the personal representative as 
such, the duty shall be payable out of that interest in land in 
exoneration of the rest of the deceased’s estate.’’ The expres- 
sion ‘‘ payable out of that interest ’’ seems to indicate that 
there is a charge of the duty on the interest; but a charge, if 
intended, ought to be expressly created, and the words appear 
to be merely a direction as to how the duty is to be borne as 


between the beneficiary taking the leaseholds and the rest of 
He takes the leaseholds cum onere, and must 
discharge the I.V.D. so as to prevent it falling on the residue; 


the estate 


but no charge for it is created on the leaseholds. There is 
also the proviso to section 5 under which, in respect of all pro 
perty of the deceased other than that assessed to I.V.D., the 
Crown is, as a creditor in respect of such I.V.D., to rank pari 
passu with other creditors. But this is not sufficient to create 
a charge; the Crown remains a preferential creditor as against 
the leaseholds if proceedings are taken to enforce the duty, but 
there is no charge on the leaseholds. The above statements 
are, perhaps, open to criticism, and we do not wish to speak 
dogmatically about provisions which are not expressed with all 
the clearness that might be desired But we have reason to 
believe that they represent the view taken by the Inland 
Revenue Authorities. Shortly, it is that freeholds, since they 
de not pass to the executors as such, are charged with I.V.D. 
(if any), payable on death ; leaseholds, since they pass to the 
executors as such, are not so charged. 


Compensation for Requisitioned Premises. 

THe appear in De Aeyser’s Royal Hotel v. The King was on 
Wednesday allowed by the Court of Appeal (Swinren Eapy, 
M.R., and Warrinctox, L.J., Duke, L.J., dissenting) 
(Times, 10th inst.). The case has been compared in import- 
ance and scope to the great Ship Money case, by which 
Joun Hamppen gained renown. The facts are simple and well 
known. The Crown (acting through the War Office) requisi- 
tioned the hotel for use as administrative offices, purporting 
to do so by virtue of the Royal Prerogative, as well as under 
the provisions of the Defence of the Realm Acts and regula- 
tions thereunder. The suppliants (owners of the hotel) then 
took proceedings by petition of right against the Crown, claim- 
ing that they were entitled to an annual rent so long as the 
hotel was occupied by the War Office, and also claiming a 
lump sum for compensation. These claims were resisted by 
the Crown on the ground that no rent or compensation was 





by law payable to the suppliants, either under the Defence 
Act, 1842, or otherwise. The suppliants’ claim was dismissed 
by Pererson, J., on the authority of Re A Petition of Right 
(1915, 3 K. B. 649). The Court of Appeal held that that 
case did not apply to the circumstances of the present case, 
and (by a majority) reversed the decision below. holding that 
the Crown was not entitled to take the land and buildings of 
the suppliants without paying them compensation. The 
owners of the hotel have therefore, so far, established their 
right to the rent and compensation claimed by them. In all 
probability, however, this is not the last that will be heard 
of the case. The case of Re A Petition of Right (supra), by 
which Pererson, J., felt bound, was a decision of the Court of 
Appeal upon the question whether the military authorities were 
entitled to requisition, without compensation, certain land and 
buildings at Brighton belonging to the suppliants and occu- 
pied by them as an aerodrome. The Court of Appeal, Lord 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Pickrorp and WARRINGTON, 
L.JJ., unanimously held that the suppliants’ claim was rightly 
dismissed, and that the Crown was not liable to pay compensa- 
tion for the land and buildings taken. The suppliants appealed 
to the House of Lords, but a compromise was effected by the 
appeal being withdrawn and the Crown agreeing to pay com- 
pensation as though the property had been taken under the 
Defence Act, 1842 (1916, W. N. 311). The Master of the 
Rolls in De Keyser’s Royal Hotel v. The King distinguished Re 
A Petition of Right on the ground that in the latter case the 
land and buildings had been “ actually required for the con- 
duct of hostilities in the air,’’ whilst in the De Keyser case 
the land and buildings had been taken for administrative pur- 
poses. Whether this distinction holds good, and whether the 
Crown can take land and buildings, even for immediate and 
direct military or combatant use, without compensation, are 
questions that are still open for decision by the House of Lords 
In the De Keyser case lengthy and expensive searches were 
made at the Record Office for the purpose of discovering any 
former records of cases in which land had been taken by the 
Crown without payment of compensation. The result of these 
searches was held by the Court of Appeal to be in favour of 
the suppliants’ claim and against the view contended for by 
the Crown. Arguments founded on these searches in favour of 
the suppliants in the De Keyser case would seem to have been 
equally available to support the suppliants’ claim in Re A 
Petition of Right. 


The Effect of ‘‘ Surprise’’ on Appeals. 

A SINGULAR NOVELTY in procedure came before the House of 
Lords in Strath S:S. Co. v. Hardy and Another (1919, 
W.N. 91). The appellants had been defendants in an action 
for breach of charter-party. They had been defeated in the 
court of first instance and in the Court of Appeal, which 
made concurrent findings of fact adverse tothem. The normal 
rule, we hardly need to say, is that the House of Lords will 
not interfere with concurrent finding of facts by all the courts 
below, unless there has been a misdirection of themselves as 
to the law by these courts. Here, therefore, no appeal could 
be entertained unless such a misdirection could be shewn 
Now, it so happened that the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Act, 1917, s. 3—which absolves a party to a contract for 
failure to perform it when caused by obedience to the direc- 
tion of a Government department—afforded a defence to the 
appellants. But this Act, although applying retrospectively 
to this case, did not come into operation until the case was 
before the Court of Appeal, and was not mentioned or relied 
on in that court, although it had been in operation twenty-one 
days before that court delivered its reserved judgment, and 
two days after that court had finished hearing the case. The 
House of Lords had to consider whether, in these circum- 
stances, they should allow amendment of the pleadings and 
reliance on this new defence. One is rather inclined to sug- 
gest that, in view of the fact that the Court of Appeal was 
actually considering its judgment when the statute came into 
force, the appellants acted reasonably in waiting until the 
House of Lords heard the appeal before asking for an amend- 
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ment.- But this view did not commend itself to the final 
tribunal of appeal. The Lord Chancellor held that the appel- 
lants, if they knew of the statute, should have applied to the 
Court of Appeal for an amendment; if they did not know 


of it, they should have given the House of Lords some adequate | 


explanation of their ignorance. In fact the House of Lords 
evidently felt that two trite maxims governed the case: 
Iynorantia juris neminem excusat and Interest rei publica ut 
sit finis litium. 


Restraint of Princes, 





THE SUBSTANTIVE point of law argued in Strath S.S. Co. | 


v. Hardy (supra) is in itself interesting. 


The owners of a ship 


had let her out by charter to the consignees of a cargo of | 


grain from the River Plate. The destination of the voyage 
entitled to name a safe port within that range for the dis- 
charge of the cargo. ‘‘ Restraint of princes,’’ it goes with- 
out saying, was one of the contractual exceptions. Now, the 
ship arrived at Falmouth in October, 1914, and the cargo 
owners named Amsterdam as the ‘‘ safe’’ port of unloading. 
The shipowners refused, and finally discharged the cargo at 
Hull, without prejudice to the rights of the parties. On an 
action for breach, Sankey, J., found against the ship on the 


grant, no usage, however long, can countervail the clear words 
of the instrument, for what is done under usurpation cannot 
constitute a legal usage.’’ 


Usage Under Modern Documents. 

WHEN USAGE is invoked as an aid to interpretation on the 
ground that the words of the instrument have changed their 
meaning, it is obvious that the instrument must be sufficiently 
old for such a change to have taken place: see per LINDLEY, 
M.R. in Lord Hastings v. North-Eastern Railway (ubi supra, 
p. 663). But in other cases it has frequently been a question 
whether the same rule of construction applied to a modern 
deed. In principle there appears to be no reason why it should 
not Provided there is the necessary ambiguity, the maxim, 


> | Cont ( r , ‘ re(2C : 36 
was a range of European ports, and the cargo owners were | © 0"¢™ poranea ex positio est fortissema in pure ( Co. Inst. 136) 


applies equally whether the instrument is ancient or modern, 
and accordingly Tinpat, C. J., in Doe v. Rees (8 Bing. 178) 
had no hesitation in applying it in 1832 to the construction of 
an agreement of tenancy made in 1829: ‘‘ Upon the general 
and leading principle in such cases, we are to look to the words 


| of the instruments and to the acts of the parties to ascertain 


three points they relied on as an excuse—namely, (1) that | 
Amsterdam was not a safe port; (2) that the Admiralty pro- | 
hibited British vessels from going there; and (3) that the | 


cargo had in reality an illegal destination in Germany via 


Amsterdam. The view taken by the learned judge was based on | 


the evidence ; and at this instance of time it is very interesting 
to find that in October, 1914, Amsterdam was still a ‘‘ safe’’ 
port. As a matter of fact the Admiralty in August, 1914, 
had given directions to the indemnity association, of which 
the shipowners were members, to divert vessels with food car- 
goes from Dutch ports to British ports, and it certainly now 
seems that compliance with these directions affords a valid 
defence under the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1917. 
But the direction does not 
princes ’’ as is within the meaning of the charter-party’s ex- 
ception clause ; and that was, for the reasons stated above, the 
only matter before Sankey, J. 


Interpretation by Usage. 

THE peEcision of the Privy Council in Watcham v. A.G. of 
the East African Protectorate, given last June, but only now 
appearing in the Law Keports (1919, A. C. 533), is a very 
important addition to the authorities on the construction of 


| undue extension of the rule 


what their intention was; if the words of the instrument be 
ambiguous, we may call in aid the acts done under it as a 
clue to the intention of the parties.’’ And the same learned 
Judge repeated this opinion in Chapman v. Bluck (4 Bing. 
N. C. at p. 192): ‘‘ There is no better way of seeing what 
[the parties] intended than seeing what they did under the 
instrument in dispute Contrasting these dicta with the 
usual reference in the authorities to ancient instrumente, it has 
sometimes been doubted whether they did not involve an 
In North-Eastern Railway v. 


| Hastings (1900, A. C. 260), the point did not arise, for there 





was not the ambiguity in the deed necessary to attract the rule 
even if it applied But in Van Diemen’s Land Co. vy. 
Table Cape Marine Board (1906, A. C. 92) it was pointed out, 
as we have done above, that it would be a singular application 


| of the contemporanca ex positio Maxim quoted by CoKE to 


amount to such a ‘“‘ restraint of | . “he 
| confine the proof of user to ancient documents, and it has now 


been definitely held in the judgment of the Judicial Com- 
mittee delivered by Lord Arxinson that there is no such re- 
striction. The cases, he said, ‘‘ establish the principle that 
even in the case of a modern instrument in which there is a 
latent ambiguity, evidence may be given of user under it to 
shew the sense in which the parties to it used the language 
they have employed, and their intention in executing the in- 


|strument as revealed by their language interpreted in this 


doubtful instruments by reference to what the parties have | 


done under them. 
principle of interpretation in the case of ancient documents. 
“In the construction of ancient. grants and deeds,’’ said Lord 
Harpwicke, C., in A.G. v. Parker (3 Atk., p. 577), ‘‘ there 
is no better way of construing them than by usage, and con- 
temporanea expositio is the best way to go by.’’ The rule was 
put very graphically by Suepen, L.C., in A.G. v. Drummond 
(2 Dr. & War., p. 368): ‘‘ One of the most settled rules of 
law for the construction of ambiguities in ancient instruments 
is. that you may resort to contemporaneous usage to ascertain 
the meaning of the deed; tell me what you have done under 
such a deed, and I will tell you what that deed means.’’ The 
rule was recognized when the same case was under appeal 
(Drummond v. A.G., 2 H. L. C., pp. 861, 863), and a 
valuable note to the same effect, giving references to numerous 
decisions, will be found in 9 Co. Rep., p. 28a, note F) Sut 
this method of interpretation is only allowed in order to clear 
up some doubt arising upon the language of the instrument, 
either because the words themselves are doubtful, or because 
there are general words which require elucidation, or because 
in the course of time the words have changed their meaning. 
For the rule to apply there must be ‘‘ uncertainty or 
ambiguity ’’: see per VavucHan Wiuutams, L.J., in Lord 
Hastings v. North-Eastern Railway (1899, 1 Ch. 656, 661). As 
was said by Datias, C.J., in a case frequently referred to— 


1 Chad v. Tilsed (2 Br. & B., at p. 406): ‘‘ In the case of a 


This has long been recognized as a sound | 





sense.’’ And the same rule, it was held, applies, too, where 
the ambiguity is patent—that is, appearing on the face of the 
instrument, and not only emerging where it is applied to 
external things 
Deduction of Income Tax From Annuities. ' 
WITH INCOME TAX at its present high rate, Tt becomes more 
important than ever that trustees ‘fhd their legal advisers 
should see that the tax is properly deducted in cases where 
the deduction is called for, as in the case of annuities, for if 
this is not done at the time of payment the tax cannot, 
according to the latest authority, be afterwards deducted from 
future payments. This was decided by Sarcant, J., with 
regard to annuities in the recent case of Re Hatch (ante, p 
389), where trustees had by mistake paid an annuity under 
a deed in full, without deducting income tax which ought to 
have been deducted, and the learned Judge held that the 
trustees were not at liberty to deduct the over-payments 
already made either out of future payments of the annuity, 
or even out of any sums becoming due to the annuitant in 


respect of her share in the testator’s residue, the ratio deci- 
dendi apparently being that the mistake was a mistake of law 


against which the Court could not give relief. The law on the 
point is, however, far from settled. In Re Musgrave (1916, 
2 Ch. 417), where the facts were very similar, Nevitue, J., 
took the opposite view, and held that the mistake was not a 


' mistake of public law, but an honest and not unnatural mis- 
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deduct the amounts so overpaid from future 


take of construction, and that the trustees were entitled to | , 
payments of the! Land Acts in respect both of their scope and of their 





differences between the Settled Estates Acts and the Settled 


anntiity, on the ground that the Court would always, in | machinery, the result of which is that a person may be entitled 


administering 
trustees trust 
that the two cases are in direct conflict, although the facts 
were the same, and although the Court was administering the 
estate in both cases. The only other case that need be men- 
tioned is the one which was followed by Sarcant, J., in Re 
Hatch, and that is the case of Warren (72 L. T. 
628), where Kexewicn, J., held that, although trustees were 
entitled to deduct the tax, they could not set off against 
future instalments, or otherwise recover the tax which they 
had neglected to deduct in the past. Of the two first-men- 
tioned cases, we should prefer to see the decision of Nevi.e, 
J., approved by the Court of Appeal when the question comes 
before it, since it would then be possible to rectify an honest 
mistake or a mere slip unwittingly made by trustees or their 
solicitors 


and their cestuis que 


i arren Vv. 


ry. ° >. 
The Indestructible Settlement. 
I. 
In Re Cope and Wadland’s Contract, recently decided by 
SARGANT, J., the much-debated enactment t in the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 2 (4) has at last received a judicial 
interpretation 

A testator who died in 1892 devised land to A for life, with 
remainder to his first and other sons successively in tail male. 
In 1895 A and his eldest son B executed a disentailing deed 
by which they conveyed the land to X and Y and their heirs 
to such uses as A and B should jointly appoint, and in default 
of appointment to the use of A for life in restoration, con- 
tinuation and confirmation of the estate for life limited to him 
by the will, with the powers annexed to such life estate, with 
remainder to the use of B in tail male, with remainders over, 
the ultimate limitation being to B in fee simple. X and Y 
were trustees of the will for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts, and by the disentailing deed it was declared that they 
should be trustees of the settlement thereby made for the 
purposes of the Acts. The joint power of appointment con- 
tained in the disentailing deed was not exercised. In 1918 
A entered into a contract for the sale of the land. In his 
requisitions on title the purchaser took the objection that no 
limitations then existed under the will, and that it therefore 
did not constitute a ‘‘ settlement ’’ within the meaning of the 
Settled Land Acts; that the only was 
a compound settlement consisting of the will and disentailing 
deed ; and that trustees of that settlement must be appointed 
by the Court. There were no jointures or portions outstanding 
under the will. A summons under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, was issued the day before the Court of Appeal gave 
judgment in Re Constable's Settled Estates (62 Soxicitors’ 
JournaL, 718; 1919, 1 Ch. 178) 

Sarcant J. decided in favour of the vendor. He con- 
sidered that the case was similar to Re Constable ; he therefore 
held that the vendor’s life estate under the will had been 
destroyed, and that he took a new estate for life under the 
disentailing deed; but the learned judge also held that the 
settlement created by the will was still in existence by the 
joint operation of section 2 (4) and section 50 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. The former enactment (which it will be con 
venient to refer to as ‘‘ sub-section (4)’’) runs as follows: 

‘‘ The determination of the question whether land is 
settled land purposes of this Act, not, is 
governed by the state of facts, and the limitations of the 
settlement, at the time of the settlement taking effect.’’ 

The genesis of this sub-section is well known. It is adapted 
from section 3 of the Settled Estates Act, 1864,passed to remove 
doubts which had arisen as to the definition of ‘‘ settlement ”’ 
contained in section 1 of the Settled Estates Act, 1856. At first 
sight the transplantation does not seem to have been skilfully 
performed. In considering the effect of sub-section (4) in 
«¢ Ailesbury (1893, 2 Ch. 345), Stirtine, J., pointed out the 


contained 


settlement in existence 


for or 





an estate, correct errors of account between | to apply to the Court under the Settled Estates Acts, although 
It is clear, therefore, | he is not vested with the powers of a tenant for life under the 


Settled Land Act, and that ‘‘the provisions of the Settled 
Land Act may cease to be applicable when the limitations have 
been exhausted to an extent which would not prevent recourse 
being hagl to the powers of the Settled Estates Act ’’ (pp. 355, 
356). 

During the argument in Re Cope and Wadland the follow- 
ing case was suggested. A, on his marriage with B, settles 
land by limiting it to himself for life, then to his sons in tail, 
with a jointure for B, and portions for younger children of 
the marriage, reserving power to charge a jointure and por- 
tions in the event of his second marriage; there is only one 
child of the marriage, a son; B dies. On the son attaining 21 
he and his father disentail and re-settle in such a way as to 
destroy their old estates under the original settlement. A 
marries again, and charges a jointure and portions. It was 
argued, on behalf of the vendor, that unless sub-section (4) 
applied to such a case the absurd result would follow that, 
on the execution of the disentailing deed, the original settle- 
ment would come to an end, and that on A’s second marriage 
it would come into force again. There cannot, it is sub- 
mitted, be much doubt that in such a case the Court would 
hold the land to be settled land under the original settlement 
during the whole of A’s lifetime, and if this result can only 
be reached with the aid of sub-section (4), it is clear that there 
was some justification for the insertion of the sub-section in 
the Act. 

But it is easy to imagine a case in which all the limitations 
of a settlement have come to an end, and there are no powers 
of creating new limitations or interests under it. So far as 
can be gathered from his observations in Re Aileshury (supra), 
Stintinc, J., would not have been inclined to apply 
sub-section (4) to such a case. Butin He Cope and Wadman 
it was argued, on behalf of the vendor, that so long as there 
is a person whose powers have been preserved by section 50 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882, there is in existence a “ settle- 
ment,’’ and that the land comprised in it is ‘‘ settled land’”’ 
within section 2 of the Act, although as a matter of fact the 
settlement has come to an end by the expiration or destruction 
of all estates, interests and powers created by it. According to 
this argument, the words ‘‘ for the time being’ which occur in 
sub-section (1) of section 2, really mean ‘‘ from time to time,”’ 
so as to cover not merely the case of new estates being created 
under a power contained in the settlement, but the case of 
land’being added to, or substituted for, the land comprised 
in the original settlement. 

Sarcant, J., acceded to this argument. The learned Judge 
referred to various cases in which it has been held or assumed 
that a tenant for life, after parting with his life estate, retains 
his statutory powers by virtue of section 50, and continued : 


‘‘ Tt has been attempted to distinguish this case from all 
or most of the cases referred to, on the ground that in 
those cases charges, such as jointures and portions, were 
subsisting under the earlier settlement, while here the 
only settlement was that consisting of the life tenancy and 


the remainder. But I do not think that any of the deci- 
sions really turn on the existence of these charges, though 
they are no doubt referred to as an additional element in 
Re Lord Wimborne and Browne’s Contract. And I may 
add that the argument of the purchaser that the land has 
ceased to be settled land under the will hardly pays suffi- 
cient attention to the express provisions of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, as to the date for determining the ques- 
tion whether the land is settled land for the purposes of 
the section (see Re Aileshury and Iveagh, 1893, 2 Ch. 
345). It is not immaterial on this point to notice the 
doubt expressed by the majority of the Court of Appeal 
in Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract (1899, 1 Ch., at pp. 
296-7), whether the settlement would be brought to an 
end and the power gone even if A, the tenant for life, were 















* they ought in the ordinary usé of the English language to 


| (41 Ch. D. 525), but while two have been accepted as correct, 
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to‘surrender his life estate to B, the tenant in remainder. 
It is clear that they would have held that the prior settle- 
ment had not been brought to an end and the power of 
sale had not ceased where the transaction was that in- 
volved in the re-settlement here. 
The decision will be welcomed by the profession, because it 
puts an intelligible interpretation on an enactment which at 
first sight seems out of place and unworkable. Whether the 
same result cannot be reached by a more direct route is 4 
question which must be reserved for the present. 
CHARLES SWEET. 


[To be continued. ] 








On Construing ‘‘ Survivors” as 


‘¢ Others.” 


A vast amount of litigation would have been saved had the 
Courts recognized that the literal construction of the words of 
a will very often does not give the result which the testator 
would have desired, and had a reasonable latitude of 
interpretation been allowed. A critic of this view will, 
perhaps, observe that, while some litigation would have been 
avoided, still more would have arisen in deciding what in any 
particular case is ‘‘ reasonable latitude of interpretation.” 
This may be so, and we need not pursue the point, for the rule 
of construction ig well settled. It was stated clearly and 
concisely by Lord Haxssury, C., in /nderwick v. Tatchell 
(1903, A. C. 120), where an attempt was made to read a gift 
over on failure of the children of one of a class of tenants for 
life to their ‘‘ then surviving brothers and sisters ’’ as a gift 
to the ‘‘ others.’’ ‘‘ Reading the words,’’ said Lord Hatssury, 
“as I think they ought to be read, in their natural and 
ordinary construction, the will is intelligible and rational, and 
even if I thought the result was unjust, there is no canon of con- 
struction which entitles me on that ground to alter any con- 
struction of the words as they stand. The only question, there- 
fore, is whether there is anything in the context which enables 
me to read these words in a sense different from that which 


hold.’’ 

And yet it was not always thought so clear that this literal 
construction should necessarily be followed. In all cases where 
a testator makes a gift in favour of children and their issue, 
and on failure of issue then gives the shares over to the 
“‘ survivors,’ it is probable that, if he thought out the 
practical effect of the gift, he would say that he meant 
“‘others.”’ In Jarman on Wills (6th ed., p. 2,100, note 
(a) ), 1t is pointed out that this construction—that is, reading 
“ survivors ’’’ as ‘‘ others ’’—has much to recommend it as 
carrying into effect the probable intention of testators, and as 
supplying a defect or inaccuracy of expression very commonly 
to be found in testamentary instruments, and reference is made 
to Barlow v. Salter (17 Ves. 479) where Grant, M.R., felt no 
difficulty in saying that ‘‘ survivor’’ had in cases of this 
nature the same meaning as ‘‘ others.’’ 

But although this change in the meaning of the word can 
no longer be made as a matter of course, and if there is no in- 
dication to the contrary in the will the literal meaning must 
be followed and issue of a predeceased child cut out from 
participating in the gift in favour of survivors, yet the courts 
are very ready to find in the will expressions which permit of a 
more satisfactory result being arrived at, and in each new case 
those who are claiming against the litera] construction hope to 
establish the necessary indication of intention in their favour, 
even to the extent, as happened in Inderwick v. Tatchell 
(supra), of carrying their contention to the House of Lords. 
And hence has arisen the confusion of decisions which drew 
from Cozrens-Harpy, J., in Harrison vy. Harrison (1901, 2 Ch. 
136), the despairing comment that the wit of man could not 
reconcile them. An attempt to do this was made by Kay, J., 
in what have been known as the three rules in Bowman’s case 


—$————- 


his enuneiation of the third rule has led to adverse criticism. 
His firet rule merely affirms that, in the absence of any explana- 
tory context, the literal construction must be followed:— 
‘* Where the gift is to A, B and C equally for their respective 
lives, and after the death of any to his children, but if any die 
without children to the survivors for life with remainder to 
their children, only children of survivors can take under the gift 
over.’’ The second rule goes on to deal with the case where, 
to such words as those, there is added a limitation over if all 
the tenants for life die without children. Here ‘‘ survivors ’’ 
is read ‘‘ others,’’ and the children of a predeceased tenant 
for life are allowed to participate. Since the gift over is not 
to take effect if any of the tenants for life have children, it has 
been held to follow irresistibly that the children of all the 
tenants for life are to share, including those of a tenant for 
life who has not survived the critical date: Waite v. Littlewood 
(8 Ch. 70), Wake v. Varah (2 Ch. D. 348). And this has 
been assisted by the consideration, pointed out by Lord 
SeLBourneE, C., in Waite v. Littlewood (supra), that the 
testator does not in fact restrict his bounty to survivors in 
person, but intends to include survivorship in issue—the so- 
called ‘‘ stirpital ’’ construction. Or, as it was put by CLEassy, 
B.,in Wake v. Varah (supra), the contingency of survivorship 
applies only to the life estate of the parent. But while the 
effect of the gift over coincides with the effect of the stirpital 
construction where all the shares are settled (see Re Bilham, 
1901, 2 Ch. 169), it is wider than the stirpital construction 
where some shares are given absolutely, and the effect of the 
gift over in such a case is to give accrued shares to the estates 
of children who survive neither in person nor in stock: Lucena 
v. Lucena (7 Ch. D. 255). 

By his third rule Kay, J., allowed a like extension of 

survivors ’’ in a case where, although there is no gift over, 
yet the accrued shares are given in the same manner as the 
original shares. At first sight this does not seem to give any 
clear reason for altering the persons or stocks who are to 
be treated as “ survivors,’’ and the rule was definitely 
repudiated by Cozens-Harpy, J., in Harrison v. Harrison 
(supra), and no less distinctly, it would seem, by Lord Davey 
in Inderwick v. Tatchell (ube supra at p. 125). Referring to 
words of this nature, he said: 





are to take in the manner provided 


They—+.¢., the ‘* survivors 
they are 


with respect to the children’s shares generally, namely, 
to take it themselves for life, and afterwards for their children, and 
in addition to their original shares. But to my mind it supplies 
no context whatever which should induce any person who has to 
construe this will to put other than the naturally obvious and 
literal meaning upon the words as to those who are to take. In 
ather words, the clause relied upon is merely a description of the 
manner in which the giijs over are to be enjoyed, and does not 
affect the description of the objects who are to enjoy, in the earlier 
pant of the clause. 
But in Re Friend's Settlement (1906, 1 Ch. 47), Farwe i, 
J., without referring to Lord Davey’'s reasoning, considered 
that a direction that accrued shares ,were to be held “ in all 
respects ’’ in the same manner as original shares was strong 
enough to allow him to read ‘‘ survivors ’’ as others, and this 
appears to be to a large extent the ground of the recent decision 
to the same effect of Youncer, J., in Powell v. Hellicar (1919, 
1 Ch. 139). There a testatrix, who died in 1858, gave her 
residuary estate on trust for her nephew A, and her two nieces 
B and C for life, and then in trust for their children, who 
should attain twenty-one, and if any died without leaving 
children, then their shares were to go to the children of the 
survivors or survivor in like manner as their origina! shares. 
A died in 1882 without issue B died in 1900, having had 
three children who attained twenty-one. C died in 1917 a 
spinster. There was no gift over such as to enable 
‘* survivors ’’ to be read “‘ others’’ on that ground, but the 
learned Judge held that a gift over was not essential. ‘‘ There 
is,’’ he observed, ‘‘ a fashion in these things, and the vogue 
of the gift over is comparatively modern.”’ There were, how- 
ever, various indications in the will that the testatrix did not 
intend to use ‘‘ survivors ’’ in ite literal sense, and one of these 
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was the direction that the accrued shares should follow the 
trusts of the original shares. 

For this reason, and also because the children of B satisfied 
the test in Waite v. Littlewood of survivorship in stock, 
Youncer, J., held that they were entitled to the fund repre 
senting C’s share. The alternative was an intestacy, though 
the learned Judge did not consider this sufficient to vary the 
meaning of ‘‘ survivors.’’ The decision, while no doubt 
satisfactory in its result, is, we fear, likely to add one more to 
the series of cases which it passes the wit of man to reconcile. 
To return to our starting-point, we incline to think that the 
better course would have been to stick to the notion that 
testators who, in such clauses, speak of survivors really mean 
“‘ others '’—to use Mr. Justice Youncer’s expression—sans 
phrase. 


The Freedom of the Scheldt. 


At the beginning of the war the Dutch asserted their sovereign 
right to close the lower Scheldt to belligerent warships, or rather, 
perhaps, they recognized the obligation of Article 5 of Hague 
Convention V. of 1907 not to allow the passage of hostile forces 
over their territory In one view this was prejudicial to the 
Entente, since, ‘‘ Had British warships been permitted to proceed 
to Antwerp before that city fell to the Germans, the course of the 
war might have been considerably modified’: Dr. CoLeman 
Puitiirson’s International Law and the Great War, p. 05. This 
is quoted with approval by Maitre ALperT MArTERLINCK, in his con- 
tribution to the discussion of the Freedom of the Scheldt, which 
forms an appendix to the recent volume of the Grotius Society,* 
but denied by Dr. Bisscnor, who thinks British warships would 
have been useless without a strong army; and in The New Europe 
for 16th January last (Vol: X., p. 17) “ Hollander,’ writing on tha 
subject from the Dutch point of view, says that ‘‘ Germany, no less 
than the Allied Powers, has suffered from the effects of this closure, 
for it prevented the use of Antwerp as a war harbour and a sub- 
marine base, which would have proved ten times more dangerous 
to the British fleet and the world's shipping than the German pos- 
session of Zeebrugge 

These dicta may, perhaps, now be treated as relating to past 
history, but they have an important bearing on future arrange- 
ments with regard to the Scheldt and other international rivers, 
and the volume to which we have just referred, and also the work 
on seach rivers which has been issued as the first of the Grotius 
Society publications,* are important and valuable contributions 
to the study of the subject. The second volume is especially 
remarkable, as it is the work of a young Belgian who, soon after 
the outbreak of war, went to Oxford and took up study in the 
Law Nchool there. He had previously had a distinguished caree1 
at the University of Brussels, and had also served for a short time 
in the Belgian Army till delicate health forced him to retire. At 
Oxford he went through the B.C.L. course, and obtained that 
degree with the highest honours. He has held appointments at 
Oxford and in London as a teacher of law, and since his book was 
written he has received an important appointment in connection 
with the Belgian Foreign Office. We take these details from Prof 
Govoy's Introductory Note. We should add that the Grotius 
Society, who are to be congratulated on their contributor, have 
been assisted in the publication of the work by a generous donation 
from Magdalen College, Oxford. In addition to the books before 
us, current journalism contains abundant evidence of the interest 
which the sabject excites. We may refer, for example, to an 
article on it by “Y from the Belgian point of view, in the 
Fortnightly Review for March, and the reply by Mr. J. R. van 
Stcwe in the current issue. 

The subject is based upon the geographical fact that the Scheldt, 
alter flowing sixty-seven miles through France and seventy-two 
miles through Belgium to Antwerp, there broadens out into an 
estuary some 240 yards wide at low water and 600 at high water. 
It then flows twelve and a-half miles between Belgian territory 
until it reaches Holland, and from there to Flushing, a distance of 
thirty-six and a-half miles, it has Dutch territory on either bank. 
The strip of Dutch territory on the left bank was ceded by Spain 
to the United Provinces by the Treaty of Miinster in 1648. The 
Article 14, that the Scheldt should 
This 












































































same treaty also provided, by 
he closed to navigation on the side of the United Provinces 


* Transactions of the Grotine Society (Founded 1915) Volume IV. Problems of th 
Wer. Papers read before the Socie’y in the year 1915. With an Appendix (The Freedom 
of the Scheidt Sweet & Maxwell. Ltd. To non-members, 10s. net. 

Grotius Society Publications No.1. Internstional Rivers. A Monograph based on 
Diplomatic Documents. By E. Kaeckenbeeck, B.C.L. With an Introductory Note by 
Henry Goudy, D.C.L , Regius Professor of Civil Law in the University of Oxford. With 
Maps in separate case Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 
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was an instance of the narrow view of national rights in rivers 
which was then prevalent, and against which Grortvs raised his 
protest. But it served the Dutch purpose. It ruined Antwerp 
(which had taken the place of Bruges on that town having lost 
its foreign trade through the silting up of its access to the sea), and 
led to the development of Amsterdam, and this continued, subject 
to an attempt by the Emperor Joseph If. to open the Scheldt for 
the benefit of the Belgian provinces, which he abandoned on pay- 
ment of ten million florins, till 1792, when the French Republican 
Government, animated by the liberal spirit of the times and 
founding itself on the law of Nature, declared that ‘‘ the course of 
a river is the common and inalienable property of all the countries 
it bounds or traverses. , No nation can without injustice 
claim the right to occupy exclusively the channel of a river, and 
tv prevent the neighbouring upper riparian States from enjoying 
the same advantages. Nature does not recognize privi- 
leged nations any more than privileged individuals, and the rights 
of man are for ever imprescriptible."’ The principle was at once 
put into practice with regard to the Scheldt and other rivers by 
the Treaty of the Hague of 1795; and when the settlement of 
Europe was taken in hand, on the downfall of Napoleon, it was 
incorporated in the Treaty of Paris of 3th May, 1814. Article 5 
affirmed the freedom of the Rhine, and a secret Article (3) applied 
the same rule to the Scheldt. The question of international rivers 
was further regulated by Articles 108-116 of the Final Act of the 
Congress of Vienna of 1815, Article 109 declaring that the naviga- 
tion of such rivers along their whole navigable course should be 
free and should not, “ as far as commerce is concerned,’ be pro- 
hibited to anyone. A special Article with regard to the Scheldt 
required that the freedom of navigation of that river should be 
regulated “in the manner most favourable to commerce and navi- 
gation,’ and it was a part of the arrangement that Antwerp should 
cease to be a naval arsenal—‘‘ a pistol levelled at England’s heart.” 
Since the Treaty of Paris also united the Belgian provinces to 
Holland, there seems to have been no special need at the time for 
securing this freedom of navigation, but on the Belgian Revolu- 
tion of 1830 Holland claimed to revive Article 14 of the Treaty of 
Minster, and the Scheldt was once more closed. But this was 
only for a short time. In the following year the Great Powers 
insisted that it should be re-opened, and then a long dispute—last- 
ing till 1830—took place with Holland over the terms of settlement. 
The Belgians insisted on placing the pilotage and other matters 
relating to navigation under the joint supervision of the two States. 
The Dutch objected that this was an unprecedented interference 
with their sovereignty as an independent State. Finally, Holland 
had to give way, and the Treaty of London of 1839, in addition to 
applying Articles 108-116 of the Final Act of the Congress of 
Vienna, provided for joint supervision of pilotage and buoying apd 
repair of the channel below Antwerp. This was Article 9 of the 
Treaty, and is set out at length at pp. 74-77 of Mr. Karckenseecn’s 
book That provision has remarned in force since, but in 
1863 Belgium bought up the tolls which Holland had been 
authorized to levy. Then, in 1891, Holland claimed that in time 
of war she was at liberty to stop navigation by removing lights and 
buoys, and this Belgium conceded. 
Such being the conventional law which governs the navigation 
of the Scheldt, it has to be considered whether it applies only in 
times of peace or also in times of war. If the conventions securing 
freedom of navigation apply equally in peace and war, then the 
answer is plain, for the provisions of treaties override any general 
rules of international law. But it seems fairly obvious that the 
conventions are aimed only at commerce, and in that aspect they 
have had a wonderful effect on the prosperity of Antwerp. “ Ant- 
werp,’’ says Maitre Marrertinck, “ after regaining the freedom of 
the Scheldt, saw her prosperity grow by leaps and bounds, to such 
in extent that the amount of tonnage entering the harbour rose 
from 51,427 in 1831, and 576,337 in, 1863 (the year of the suppres- 
sion of the toll), to 13,766,880 in 1912, and 14,147,900 in 1915.” 
Hence, as regards the use of the river in time of war we are driven 
back on general principles, and the question appears to depend on 
the sovereignty of Holland as the proprietor of both banks of the 
mouth of the Scheldt, and any qualifications of that sovereignty 
which exist. If the treaties can be regarded as creating c0- 
sovereignty in favour of Belgium, then she would have equal rights 
with Holland both in peace and war; but this seems to bea hardly 
tenable proposition. For limitations of sovereignty we must look 
elsewhere, and they may be found either in the existence of 4 
servitude of passage or in a normal qualification of sovereignty 
in favour of the common right to the use of a river. Mr. Kapckey- 
nEeCK prefers the latter: ‘‘ Without ne in & priori asser- 
tions, we believe that, in sound jurisprudence, if the right of 
passage does exist at all, it exists not as a servitude, but as 4 
normal limitation of the rights of every State over its territory. 
And as regards international servitudes, we had occasion to notwe 
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recently, (ante, p. 282) the difficulty in admitting them, save as 
ghe result of express grant. Further, as regards a normal limitation 
of sovereignty in favour of a general right of using navigable inter- 
national rivers, this must be found either in the law of Nature or 
in customary international law. But the law of Nature is useless 
for legal purposes unless the principle said to be grounded on it 
has been recognized by the practice of States, and though cus 
4omary law may perhaps spring from the general recognition of a 
right in treaties, yet international jurists are not agreed that this 
has happened in regard to the free use of rivers. Mr. Karcken- 
BEECK discusses the question (pp. 22 et seq.), and contrasts the 
opposing conclusions of Hatt, who is against the recognition of 
the principle, and Westiake, who thought that some such common 

neiple had in fact emerged from the series of conventions 

ut even if this latter view is right, it by no means follows that 
the customary rule of freedom of navigation prevails for belligerent 
purposes as well as for commerce. A perusal of M. MaETERLINCK’S 
paper suggests that he is rather actuated by a desire to assert the 
law as it ought to be from the point of view of Belgian interests 
than to state the law as it is. We imagine that the position 1s 
correctly stated by Dr. Coremay Patiirsox (ubi supra, p. 307) 
when he says that Holland's sole sovereignty with regard to foreign 
men-of-war has not been impaired, and accordingly the prohibi- 
tions enforced by the Dutch Government in reference to the war- 
ships of the present belligerents were legally justifiable.” 

We have dealt with the books under notice only as regards the 
freedom of the Scheldt. Mr. Karckenneeck’s book has a much 
wider scope, and covers the rules relating to international rivers 
generally, and the Grotius Society's papers for 1918 include much 
other matter of interest, such as Mr. F. W. Hirst’s discussion of 
“What the Americans mean by Freedom of the Seas’’; “ The 
Future Law of Neutrality,” by Mr. G. G. Paitimore; and, in 
particular, a review of former European schemes for a League of 
Peace, by Dr. W. Evans Darpy 
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The Year Books.—The Publications of the Selden Society : 
Vol. 36 for the Year 1918. Year Books of Edward [1., Vol 15., 6&7 
Edward II., a.p. 1313. Edited for the Selden Society by 
Wituam Crappock Bottanp, Barrister-at- Law. Bernard 
Quaritch. 


‘CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. MAXSE. 
20th and 26th March. 

Excess Prorirs Dvury—Prorirs rrow PROFESSION OF 

Prorits From Sate or Macazine—Exemprion—“ Per- 

Finance (No. 2) Acr, 1915 (5 & 6 Gro. 5, 








No, 1. 


Revenve 
JOURNALIST 
SONAL QUALIFICATIONS " 
c. 89), s. 39. 

The proprietor of a monthly magazine was also its editor, and a 
dar qe contributor to its literary contenta. 

Held, that the profits made by him as editor and contributor were 
made in the profession of a journalist, and mainly “ dependent upon 
dis personal qualifications,” and were therefore exempted from excess 
profits duty under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, s. 39, but that such 
duty could properly be charged on any excess profite made from the 
publication of the magazine, after debiting a fair and reasonable sum 
to the proprietor in payment for his contributions and his services aa 


editor. 


This was an appeal by Leopold J. Maxse from a judgment of Sankey, 
J. (reported 1918, 2. K. B. 715), upon a question as to the appellant's 
liability to pay excess profits duty under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 
1915 (5 & 6 Geo. 5, c. 89), s. 39. The appeliant purchased the National 
Review in 1893 for £1,500, and since then had been scle proprietor, 
editor and publisher of it, buying the paper on which the magazine 
Was printed, and having it printed for him. He employed a manager 
ata salary of £250 a year, and two clerks for the advertisements and 
accounts. The yearly rent of the office was £63, and the distribution 
Was effected through wholesale newsagents. Before the war Mr. 

xse wrote personally a considerable proportion of each monthly 
Bumber, but the bulk of the matter was contributed by other writers 
for payment. The sales of the magazine were largely due to the appel- 
t's own writings. Since the war the appellant had largely increased 
the proportion of his own contributions, and each number now con- 
Misted mostly of his own writings. The magazine had a considerable 
le, and part of the income was derived from advertisements. Mr. 
axse, having been assessed in £1,000 for excess profits duty, the 
neral Commissioners for St. Paul, Covent Garden, held that he came 








within the exemption (c) of section 39, as carrying on “a profession 
the profits of which are dependent mainly on the personal qualifica 
tions of the person by whom it is carried on,’ and in which little or 
no capital expenditure was required They discharged the assessment, 
but on appeal Sankey, J., gave judgment for the Crown. Mr. Maxse 
appealed Cur. ad rult 

Tue Covrt allowed the appeal 

SWINFEN Eapy MLR having stated the facts as above, proc eeded . 
It must be vorne in mind that the appeal from the lucome lax Com- 


missioners only hes on a point of law, and that the decision of the 
Commissioners on the facts ts final, assuming that there is evidence on 
which they might come to the conclusions at which they have arrived, 


The Lncome ‘tax Commissioners neld that Mr. Maxse was exempt from 
excess profits duty aud discharged the assessment his 
Phat the business carmed on by Mr. Maxse was 
journalism ; (2) that the profits of 1t were dependent 


on the personal qualifications of the person by whom the pro 


assessment ww 
mvolves a finding l 
the profession Oo: 
mainly 
fession was carried on; and (3) that the profession was one in which 
no capital expenditure was required, or oniy capital expenditure of a 
Sankey, J., pointed out that findings (2) 
and (3) were findings of fact which could not be disturbed, and no 


comparatively small amount 


question was raised before us on these find igs The learned Judge 
then pointed out that the real qcolli m Was whether there was any 
evidence on which the ‘Tax Commissioners could find that Mr. Maxse 
was carrying on a profession, and he held that it could not be said in 


law that a man who publishes a magazine was arrying on a profes 


sion, and on this ground he reversed the decision of the Income Tax 


Comfnissioners lie added that he saw all the difference between a 
journalist who sent in articles for which he was paid by the proprie- 
tors or publishers, and a person who was only remunerated for his 


articles by the sale of a commodity m the open 


market In my 


opinion, Mr. Maxse is carrying on the profession of a journalist, 
author, or man of letters by writing numerous articles, which are pub- 
lished monthly, and also by editing the magazine, from which he 
derives pecuniary profit. An author would not cease to be such if he 
publ shed, or procured to be published his owt vorks it his own 


expense, and if he looked oniy for his remuneration to the sale of a 
commodity (to wit his books) in the open market Che truth is that 
Mr. Maxse is a journalist and editor, and is also carrying on the busi 
ness of publishing a magazine, but the fact that he is a publisher 
does not prevent him from also exercising the profession of a journalist. 
Part II1. of the Finance Act applies to the trade or business of a pub 
lisher and the profits arising from this trade or business are to be 
‘ separately determined for the purpose of this part of the Act,’’ and 
are to be determined on the same principles as the profits aud gains 
of a business would be determined for the purpose of income tax, sub 
ject to the statutory modifications. The profits of exercising the pro 
fession of a journalist are excepted by section 39 (c), and the Finance 
Act does not impose any excess profits duty upon them, and therefore 
such duty cannot be levied upon them, and the direction about deter 
mining gaiis and profits upon the same principles for the purpose of 
income tax has no application to profits arising from the profession of 
a journalist. The proper course to be followed where a trade or busi 
ness liable to the duty is carried on in connection with a trade or 
business not so liable was decided by Sankey, J., in Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue vy. Wm. Pansom d Son (1918, 2 K. RB. 709 Where 
it is possible to separate one bysiness from the other, so as fairly to 
arrive at the separate profits of the taxable business, this should be 
done, and there is nothing in law to prevent its being done. In that 
case the business of husbandry, including medicinal herb growing, was 
carried on in connection with a business of manufacturing chemists, and 
the farm supplied herbs to the chemical factory. One of the directors 
kept memoranda of the value of the produce transferred to the factory. 
Thus there was no difficulty in ascertaining what amount should be 
debited to the factory and credited to the farm for herbs supplied, 
and in excluding the profits of the farm for the purpose of the excess 
profits duty. So, in the present case, the amount of the written con 
tributions of Mr. Maxse has already been ascertained. The business 
of publishing the magazine should be debited with a fair and reason 
able sum by way of allowance to Mr. Maxse for his contributions. in 
the same way as payments to outside contributors are dealt with: also 
with a proper sum for remuneration as editor. In that manner the 
professional journalist is paid for his professional services without 
excess profits taxation, and the business of publishing the magazine 
can be assessed to the excess profits duty on profits properly attribut 
able to the publishing business. Mr. Maxse’s counsel at an early stage 
of the case said that his client was perfectly satisfied with this proce- 
dure, but the Solicitor-General opposed it; nevertheless I am satisfied 
that it is the only method of fairly giving effect to the statute. The 
difficulty of separating the profits of two businesses is largely one of 
fact, and in my opinion, for the reasons T have given, it can be done 
readily in the present case. The appeal should be allowed and the 
order of the court below discharged, and a declaration made that the 
profits of the publishing business ought to be separately assessed after 
debiting a proper sum for Mr. Maxse’s personal contributions and his 
work as editor. Each party is to bear his own costs of the application 
to the court below, any costs already paid under that order to 
returned. The appellant to have his costs of this appeal against the 
Inland Revenue Commissioners. 
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Warrincton and Scruttron, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect Counse.. Hon. W. Finlay, K.C.. and A WV. Latter: Sir Ernest 
Pollock, 8.-G., and J. H. Parr. Sorscrrors, Preston & Foster; Soli 


citor of Inland Revenue 
[Reported by H. Lawerors Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.) 
JANVIER ». SWEENEY AND ANOTHER. No. 2 
2ist, 24th and 25th March. 
Action (CAUSE OF INsuRY TO WOMAN's HeaLTH—WiuLruL FALse State 


MENT CAUSING Terror—LiaBiity or EmpLoyer ror Act or SERVANT. 


The wilfut making of a falae atatement calculated to cause tnpury to 
the health of the person to whom it is made, constitutes a good cause of 
action if in fact such injury i8 the reby caused. 

Where a principal in the oaqurse of his business puts an agent ina 
positiwn to do a certain clase of acts, and in carrying out his inatructions 
the agent makes a falae statement. the principal cannot be heard to say 
that he did not authorize his agent to do the particular act which gave 
rise to the action 


Wilkinson v. Downton (1897, 2 Q. B. 57) and Barwick + 
Joint Stock Bank (L. 2. 2 Ex. 259) considered and followed. 
. 


Appeal by the two defendants from a verdict and judgment for £250 
entered for the plaintiff after further consideration in an action tried 
before Avory, J., and a common jury. The plaintiff was a French- 
woman, who before the outbreak of the war came to England and 
became engaged to a German. When war was declared he was interned, 
but she continued to correspond with him The defendant Sweeney 
carried on a private inquiry business in London, and he employed the 
second defendant, Barker, to assist him. Sweeney had a client who was 
now dead, and at the trial was spoken of as Major X This client 
desired to get to see some letters which he alleged were forgeries, and 
were in the possession of a lady staying in the same house in London as 
the plaintiff. Barker was instructed to see Miss Jauvier, and try, by 
her help, to obtain the letters. He called at the house. There was no 
one in but the plaintiff and a servant. He said to the plaintiff, “I am 
a detective-inspector from Scotland Yard and represent the military, 
and you dre the woman we want, as you have been corresponding with 
a German apy This statement, which Barker denied having made, 
gave the plaintiff such a nervous shock that she became ill, and in respect 
of the injury so caused her she brought this action. The jury found 
for the plaintiff on all the that left to them. Both 
defendants appealed. 

Bankes, L.J., said that it was contended by the defendants that the 
action was not maintainable at all, and, apart from that, some of the 
answers by the jury were challenged as being against the weight 
of the evidence. The case of Wilkinson v. Downton (1897, 2 Q. B. 57), 
which was approved in Dulieu v. White d Sons (1901, 2 K. B. 669). was 
directly in point. It was an authority for the proposition that where 
the defendant wilfully did an act calculated to cause physical harm to 
the plaintiff and infringe her legal right to personal safety, there being 
no justification alleged for the act, the wilful injuria without any motive 
of spite would give rise to a good cause of action. In Wilkinson's case, 
Phillimore, J., said : ‘‘I think there may be cases in which A owes a 
duty to B not to inflict a mental shock on him or her, and that in such 
a case, if A does inflict such a shock upon B—as by terrifying B—and 
physical damage thereby ensues, B may have an action for the physical 
damage, though the medium through which it has been inflicted is the 
mind Once get the duty and the physical damage following 
on the breach of duty, and I hold that the fact of one link in the chain 
of causation being mental only makes no difference.’ Now, if that 
was an accurate statement of the law, as he took it to be, then if the 
plaintiff could establish the facts on which she relied, she was entitled 
to succeed. His lordship read the plaintiff's evidence as to her illness. 
The lady's evidence was that the nervous shock to which she attributed 
the neurasthenia and shingles was the direct result of the words spoken 
by Barker. The doctors considered that the plaintiff's illness could 
have resulted from a shock. The jury had all the facts before them 
that had been put forward on appeal, and the Judge was quite right to 
leave the question whether the plaintiff’s illness was caused by the 
words complained of. That was a matter entirely for the jury, and 
there was no ground for interfering with their finding. But, on behalf 
of Sweeney, this further point was taken that, in making the false state 
ment, Barker had acted outside the scope of his authority, and, there 
fore, Sweeney was not liable for the consequences of his servant's wrong- 
ful act. But the jury found that Barker was acting within the scope 
of his authority. He thought that if anyone employed a person to 
make inquiries for him in the course of his business, he would be well 
advised to bear in mind what Willes, J., said in Barwick \ English 
Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex. 259, at p. 266) to the effect that, even 
where the master had not authorized the particular act, but had put 
the agent in his place to do that class of acts, he must be answerable 
for the manner in which the agent conducted himself in doing the busi 
ness which it was the act of his master to place him in. No implication 
was made about the way in which Sweeney conducted his business of 
private inquiry agent, but, in the words of Willes, J., if he employed 
agents to do that business he exposed himself to certain risks. It was 
not disputed that Sweeney had sent Barker to obtain by some form of 
inducement the temporary possession of the letters which his client 
Major X had instructed him to procure for the purpose of comparing 
the handwriting with his own. It might well have been that Barker 
thought he would get the assistance of the plaintiff better by means of 


English 


questions were 





a threat than by offering a bribe, and it was certainly a cheaper course. 
to adopt. Offering ms inducement was therefore within the scope of 
Barker's authority, and, in the words of Willes, J., Sweeney could nob 
be heard to say that by using threats Barker went outside his authority, 
The jury found in effect that both men were a engaged in an illegal 
venture and were liable in damages to the plaintiff. e considered that 
the appeals failed, not only on the first ground alleged by the appellants, 
namely, that the plaintiff had failed to establish a cause of action, but 
also upon the ground that there was evidence upon which the verdict 
could be supported. 

Duxe, L.J., in agreeing, said he failed to see how any question as to 
scope of authority could arise when two persons joined in the carrying. 
out of an illegal act. In the course of carrying out instructions given 
him by his employer for the purposes of his (the employer's) business, 
the agent had clearly committed a wrongful act, and his employer was 
liable. 

| 2 
unduly 
It was a 
temporarily 


He thought that the summing up 
on the question of authority, 
obtain these letters, 
doubt whatever that the untrue 
statement made by Barker the cause of the plaintiff's 
illness. and that there was no ground whatever for dis- 
turbing the verdict and judgment appealed from. An action Lrought 
on the ground that the words spoken had caused injury to the health of 
the plaintiff had no direct analogy with an action for slander, for mn 
the latter cause the claim for damages was based on the fact that the 
words complained of were spoken of the plaintiff to a third party. The 
appeals were accordingly dismissed with costs.—CouNnseL Cecil Hayes, 
for Sweeney; J'urrell, for Barker; Lewis Thomas, K.C., and Jowitt, 
for the respondent. Soricrrors, L. O. Glenister, for both appellants; 
It. J. Preston, for the respondent. 
[Reported by Buexin. Rai. Barruteratlaw ) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SIR JOSEPH BEECHAM. WOOLLEY v. BEECHAM. Eve, J. 
3lst March. 
ConsTRucTION—Bequest or Business—Business Assets 

at Banxk—Resipuary Bequest. 

t testator bequeathed his business and business assets upon certam 
trusta thereinafter mentioned. At the date of his death there were 
two large sums of money standing to his credit in two separate banks, 
with regard to one of which there was a large sum due by way of over- 
dratt in excess of the account. 

Held, that the two funds passed to the legatees of the businessyas 
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W Money 
ILL 


husiness assets : . will 

This was a summons taken out by the trustees of the — 3 1 ; 
to have it determined whether two sums were included in the peques 
of business assets, or whether they formed part of his residuary — 
The two sums were as fdllows : One, a very large sum, called A int 
summons, standing to the credit of an account entitled oe 
Jeecham, with the St. Helens branch of Parr’s Bank, and a ama er 
sum of money, called B, standing to the like credit at the People’s 
Bank, New York. By clause 13 of his will the testator bequeathed his 
business and business assets and moneys on deposit or current a count 
iw the name of Thomas Beecham at any bank (other than a certain 
one therein specified) upon the trusts thereinafter declared, and he pro- 
vided for the formation of a private limited company, the shares m 
which were to be held by members of his family ; and by clause 28 he 
bequeathed the residuary trust funds to his daughters, some of whom 
were included in the former bequest. The testator died in October, 
1916, a wealthy man, but he was interested in a number of other enter- 
prises, one of which was a contract to buy the Covent Garden estate 
from the Duke of Bedford. The original scheme was that a Mr 
Omerod was to take over the contract, and pay £50,000 to the testator, 
but Mr. Omerod was unable to fulfil his engagement, and the executors 
had to take over the contract. Early in 1917 agreements were entered 
into between the sons and executors to buy all the assefs other than 
those specifically devised and bequeathed for £475,000, and £50,000 
was paid as a deposit; and also between them and the daughters to 
buy their shares in the business for £100,000, and £10,000 was paid as 
a deposit, but nothing further had been paid beyond those sums Sub- 
sequently a company was formed for the Covent Garden purchase. 
With regard to the deposit‘at Parr’s Bank, it appeared that a larg® 
sum was due by way of overdraft at the same bank’s London office, 
which exceeded the deposit account. 

Eve, J.—The question was whether the two sums passed under the 
specific bequest in clause 13. It was impossible to read this claus 
without coming to the conclusion that both sums were included in the 
bequest. But it was said that one must read in the qualifications to 
be found in the wording of the clause the circumstances subsisting # 
the time of the death. It was said that this was a clause intended to 
include and operate on the testator’s business, and that throughout wer 
to be found words of limitation and qualification which were pr 
to the testator’s mind. This was true; and it was then said that when 
he came to deal with these deposit and current accounts he must hav@ 


‘meant so far as they were kept up for the purpose of the busines® 


His lordship was not prepared to accept that as inevitable. It 
quite impossible, whether one was confined to clause 13, or one ¢ 
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to look beyond it, to arrive at any other conclusion than that the true 
construction was that the testator included in this bequest the two 
accounts referred to in the summons. Then it was said that by a later 
clause in the will the testator imposed on tne legatees an obligation 
which more than exhausted these particular assets which had been 
deposited at Parr’s Bank. It was said that the imposition of that 
obligation was under clause 26 (2). Now, one must remember that this 
testator was a man of wealth not aitogether confined to his business 
He had large pecuniary interests and a handsome fortune outside his 
business, and the scheme of his will was to make a specific bequest, and 
provide for his debts out of residue. When he ultimately came tc 
deal with the residue, he obviously intended to exonerate it from debts 
which were properly chargeable against the business. Now, the tn 
debtedness to the bankers, which had originated in a current o1 
loan account in London, was not in connection with the business. Private 
speculation had involved the testator in very large liabilities, which, 
having regard to his position, were raised by a large sum on loan. The 
question was whether, in that state of things, it could be said that the 
indebtedness of the testator to the bank to an*amount in excess of the 
deposit account, was a liability affecting this business asset so as 
to impose on that business asset the obligation to discharge the loan on 
the account to the London bank. His lordship did not think it could. 
In the first place, it was an extraordinary thing if he intended to bring 
about this résult to have dealt with it thus. These were obligations 
which had been incurred unfortunately, and had no doubt caused a 
great deal of anxiety to the testator It was inconceivable, if he 
intended to absorb it by discharging the loan account, to have dealt 
with it by such a clause as that now under consideration. In one sense 
every debt affected his business assets. It was not a case where the 
business was separate. His whole fortune was liable for all such debts. 
It was quite obvious that one must give a reasonable interpretation to 
the clause in this state of things, and that he intended dealing with 
business debts and such as affected business assets or in connection 
with his business. The result was that the two funds passed to the 
legatees of the business as business assets.—Counser, Jenkins, K.C., 
and Mather; Maugham, K.C., and Courthope Wilson; Clayton, K.C., 
and Manning; Tomlin, K.C., and Sheldon; Romer, K.C., and Corrie. 
Vernon; Jolly; Russell Gilbert. Soricrtors, Bremner, Sone, d: Corlett ; 
Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co.; Alfred Bright & Sons; Boydell & Cooke : 
Rawle d& Co.; Russell Cooke & Co.; H. W. Perkins 
(Reported by 8. BE. Witttams, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


Re BRITISH CONSOLIDATED OIL CORPORATION (LIM). HOWELL 
v. THE COMPANY. Veter-on, J. 18th March. 
Company—REMUNERATION OF DepenturE TrusTeEES—APPOINTMENT OF 
Receiver sy Covurt—Ruicut or Desenture Trustees to REMUNERA 

TION SUBSEQUENT TO APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER. 

The question whether debenture trustees are entitled to receive their 
remuneration after the appointment of a receiver ought to be decided 
upon the construction of the deed ; it is not a question of the substan 
tiality of the services which tney render, but one of contract 


Re South-Western of Venezuela (Barquisimeto) Railway Co. (1902, 
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1 Ch. 701) applied. 
Re Locke & Smith (Limited) (1914, 1 Ch. 687) distinguished 


This was a summons by the trustees for second debenture stock holders 
in the debenture-holders’ action of the first debenture-holders claiming 
their remuneration as such trustees out of the funds in court to the | 
credit of the action. The first debenture-holders had been paid in | 
full. A receiver had been appointed in the action in 1911, and these 
applicants claimed their remuneration to date in spite of the appoint 
ment of the receiver. The deed, which contained all the usual pro- 
visions, contained a power to the trustees, after the security had be 
come enforceable, to appoint a receiver of the mortgaged premises, and | 
to delegate their powers to him and to fix his remuneration, and direct 
payment thereof out of the mortgaged premises, and also to apply | 
to the court for the execution of the trusts thereof and for the appoint 
ment of a receiver, or to assent to any application to the court ai 
the instance of the debenture-holders. And it provided that in each 
and every year duting the continuance of the security the company 
should pay to each of the trustees, as and by way of remuneration foc 
his services as trustee, a sum of 100 guineas a year, in addition to all 
costs, charges and expenses, such sum to be a charge upon the mort- | 
gaged premises in priority to the stock and the interest upon it 

Pererson, J., in the course of his judgment, said: The trust deed 
is a contract under which the trustees accepted the position of trustees 
on the terms that they were paid their remuneration during the con 
tinuance of the security—that is, so long as the security remained 
vested in the trustees and the moneys secured by the deed remained 
owing. Both parties to the contract realize that the trustees may have 
much or little to do, but whatever they may have to do they are to 
receive the remuneration each year so long as they continue to be | 
trustees and the stockholders have not been paid off. The trust deod 
does not provide that they are only to receive the remuneration each 
ear on condition that they are to perform active services in that year. 

services for.which they are to be remunerated is the occupying | 
of the position of trustees and the performance of such duties as that | 
position entails. In the case of The Debenture Corporation v. Uttoxeter 








Brewery (Limited) (1895, unreported, but referred to in Palmer's Com- 
pany Precedents, 10th ed., Fart lil., p. 737) there was no defined 
period during which the remuneration was to be paid, and Chitty, J.» 
came to the conclusion that it was only payable up to the time when 
the functions of the trustees were transferred to the receiver appointed 
in the debenture-holders’ action. In the case of Re Locke & Smith 
Lamated) (supra), Eve, J., held that, unless the trustees could shew 
that after the appointment of a receiver they had rendered substantiai 
services, the remuneration was not payable. But if after the appoint- 
ment of a receiver the substantiality of their services is to be weighed, 
that must be because the contract so provides; and in that case it 
was not easy to see why it was not equally necessary during the pre 
ceding years, which were covered by the contract, to inquire whether 
the services of the trustees were substantial. In the case of He South. 
Weatern of Venezuela (Barquisimeto) Ralway Co, (supra) Buckley, J., 
held that the fact that two directors had been appointed receivers and 
managers of the company's assets and business at a remuneration did 
not in any way diminish the amount which they were to be paid for 
remuneration as directors under the articles. In the case of He Picea- 
dilly Hotel (Limited) (1911, 2 Ch. 534) Swinten Eady, J., held that, 
where the deed provided for the payment of a definite remuneration 
during a fixed period, the remuneration was payable during the period 
for which the deed declared that it should be payable. In the case of 
he Anglo anadian Lands (1912) (Limited) (1918, 2 Ch. 287), I came to 
the conclusion that the trustees had taken office in consideration of the 
contract contained in the trust deed, and were entitled to their 
remuneration, notwithstanding the appointment of a receiver. The 
result of the cases shews that the real question is what is the true 
construction of the trust deed, and in the present case 1 cannot come 
to any other conclusion on the true construction of this deed than that 
the trustees are to be paid their remuneration so long as the security 
continues, notwithstanding the exercise of the power given to them to 
appoint a receiver, notwithstanding that they erercised the power given 
to them to apply to the court, and notwithstanding the appointment 
of a receiver by the céurt. The trustees are not given remuneration 
only if they can prove that they have done substantial or any work 
in each year They accept office on the terms that, whether their 
duties are onerous or light, they are to be entitled to have the stipu- 
lated remuneration until the security comes to an end; and as it has 
not yet come to an end, they are entitled to their remuneration. 
Counser, Tomlin, K.C., and L. Morgan May (for J. BE. C. Adame, 
serving with H.M. Forces); Hughes, K.C., and J. F. W. Galbraith. 
Soricrrors, Vaughan d- Williams; Donald McMillan & Mott. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court-—King’s Bench Division. 


MILLS v. BROOKER. Div. Court 17th February. 


| Tort—Conversion—Aprte Trees OVERHANGING Apsointnc Lanp— 


N UISANCE—ABATEMENT—CLAIM OF ADJOINING OWNER TO THE FRUIT. 

Plaintiff's apple trees, growing close to the boundary of defendant's 
land, overhung the land of the defendant The defendant, in exercise 
of hia right to abate the nuisance, loppe d off the branches, and picked off 
the apples and sold them, claiming that he was entitled to do so, 
inaamuch as he had the right to lop the branches to abate the nuisance. 


Held, that the fruit, having become personalty on ite severance from 


| the tree, and being the property of the plaintsff, the defendant had 


wrongfully converted it to his own uae, and was liable in damages for 
its value. 

Appeal from the Maidstone County Court The plaintiff was the 
owner of ten apple trees which grew. close to the ere of his land, 
and overhung the defendant's land. The defendant picked apples to 
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the amount of several bushels from the overhanging branches, and sold 
them, the apples being Bramley seedlings, and of considerable value 
The defendant claimed that he had the right to pick the apples, 
inasmuch as he had the right to lop the branches overhanging his land, 
as they constituted a nuisance; and that having this right he had also 
the right to take the apples off the branches. The county court judge 
held that the right of the defendant to lop the overhanging branches 
did not carry with it a right to pluck and appropriate the fruit His 
view was that the severance of the apples altered their legal status, 
they being part of the realty before being plucked, or savouring of the 
realty, but that on being plucked they became the personal property of 
the plaintiff, which was unlawfully converted by the defendant to his 
own use; and he was liable, therefore, in damages; and he awarded the 
plaintiff £10 

Avori, J., said that in his opinion the appeal should be dismissed 
As the county court judge said in his judgment, the defendant based his 
right to pick off the apples on his right to lop the overhanging branches 
on which the apples grew It was perfectly true to say, as defendant's 
counsel did, that in lopping such branches the defendant would not be 
committing any trespas It was true he might do so, even without 
notice to the plaintiff: Lemmon v. Webb (1895, A. C. 1); but his right 
to do that was based, not upon any law of trespass, but upon the law of 
nuisance, which gave him the right in such circumstances to abate the 
nuisance on his land When once that was appreciated, it was evident 
that the right to lop the overhanging branches did not carry with it any 
such right as was claimed by defendant, of appropriating the property in 
those branches, or in the fruit growing upon them. Counsel for the 
defendant was also right in saying that the apples while on the tree 
were part of the realty, or savoured of the realty But it did not follow 
because, when there, they formed part of the realty, or savoured of the 
realty, that they could never be any other than realty As soon as the 
branches and the apples were severed from the tree they became personal 
chattels, and subject to an action for coffversion, if converted Reliance 
had been placed tor the defendant on a passage from Pollock and Wright 
on Possession, p. 230. When it was examined, however, it did not 
support the argument for the defendant. The passage was as follows 

Inasmuch as trespass to goods involves a taking from another's 
possession, it cannot be committed by severing and carrying away part 
of the soil, or a fixture, o growing crop, for su h things are not 
movable or in possession till they are severed, and the taking cannot be 


a wrong to possession which did not exist The whole of that passage 


applied to the case of taking a thing part of the soil, a fixture, or grow 
ing crop. It had no application to the question of what might be the 
respective rights of the parties after the thing had been separated from 


the realty. As soon as these apples were severed from the realty, 
having been plaintiff's property before they were severed, they remained 
his property after they were severed, and the plaintiff had the right at 
once to possession Che question of the manner in which he might have 
enforced that right did not arise necessarily for decision, and he (Mr 
Justice Avory) did not propose to decide it; but he was satisfied that 
the plaintiff had the property in and the right to possession of the 
apples, and the defendant, by appropriating and selling them, at a time 
when they were the property of the plaintiff, was liable in damages for 
converting them The plaintiff was rightly, en judgment for the 
value of the apples 

Lusu, J.—There was no question that while the fruit was on the 
trees the plaintiff gvas as much the owner of the fruit as he was of the 
trees. The apples, until severed, were not chattels, but none the less 
they were the plaintiff's property In the case of the wind blowing the 
fruit on the neighbouring land, it would be quite impossible for the 
owner of that land to claim the fruit as his own It would be no 
longer part of the realty, but the personal property of the owner of the 
tree. In the case of a thief taking the fruit from a tree, he could be 
charged with stealing the property of the owner of the tree in whom 
the property would be laid. The third case which might be put was 
where the owner of the adjoining land himself severed the fruit from 
the tree, as he might lawfully do, because he was entitled to abate the 
nuisance of overhanging trees. In the exercise of such a right he could 
not alter the right of property in the fruit. The right to abate the 
nuisance did not give or carry with it the right to divest the owner of 
his property ; and when the adjoining owner had exercised his right of 
abating the nuisance, the fruit remained the property of the owner of 
the tree, as much as if the wind had blown the fruit off the tree on to 
the adjoining land. The county court judge was right in awarding the 
plaintiff damages. It might be the owner of the tree could not follow 
the apples on to the land of the neighbour, but the moment the neigh 
bour exercised the right of ownership over the apples he converted the 
property of the true owner, and he was bound to pay, by way of 
damages, for its full value. , Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Vaddocks, 
for appellant; Flete her, for the respondent. Soticrrors, Paterson, 
Candler & Sykes, for Ellis & Ellis, Maidstone; Bracher d& Son, 


Maidstone 
(Reported by G. H. Kxorr, Barristér-at-Law.) 





As from 17th March, 1919, Messrs. Hills, Godfrey, & Halsey, lately 
carrying on business as solicitors at 23, Queen Anne’s-gate, S.W., 
amalgamated their business with that of Messrs. Eardley, Holt, Lightly, 
& Co., of 32, St. James’s-place, St. James’s-street, S.W. The new firm 
will carry on business‘at 32, St. James’s-place under the style of Halsey, 
Lightly, & Hemsley, the members of the firm being Mr. W. J. Halsey, 
Mr. C. A. M. Lightly, and Mr. A. G. Hemsley, Mr. A. H. Godfrey 
having retired from business. 








New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 4th April contains the following, in addition to 
matter printed below : 

1. ‘An Order in Council, dated 4th April. making a few additions to, 
and numerous remova.s from, the Statutory List under the Trading with 
the Enemy (Extension of Powers) Act, 1915 

The additions are as followe : 

Argentine (1); Chile (9); Guatemala (3) ; Salvador (2); Netherland 
East Indies) (6); Greece (4) ; (Netherlands (1). 

The removals are approximately as follows :- 

Morocco (3); Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay (370); Bo.ivia 
84); ‘Brazil (610); Columbia (53); Costa Rica (56); Cuba (38); 
Ecuador (84) ; Guatemala (25); Hayti and Dominican Republic (37) ; 
Honduras (31) ; Mexico (465) ; Netherland West Indies (3); Nicaragua 
16) ; Panama (13) ; Peru (85) ; Salvador (29); Venezueia (45) ; Nether- 
ind East Indies (1); Greece (1); Netherlands (2); Norway (4); 
Spiin (3); Sweden (5) 

A new List (the Consolidated List No. 764) has been issued, which, we 
gather, shews the names remaining after these extensive removals in 
South America. 

2. ‘An Order in Council, dated 4th Apri!, further amending the Exporta- 
tion Prohibition Proclamation of 10th May, 1917, by deleting certain 
headings and adding others. 

The London Gazette of 8th April contains the following :— 

3. A notification of errors in the removals from the Statutory List 
referred to under item (1). Certain names in Batavia (11), Brazil (8), and 
Salvador (6) were wrongly included as removals and are retained on the 
list 

4. A Notice that further licences under the Non-Ferrous Metal In- 
dustry Act, 1918, have been granted to certain companies, firms and 
individuals. The present list contains fourteen names 


Army Council! Orders. 
NOTICES. 

In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations the Army Council hereby give notice that the Army 
Council Orders indicated in the Schedule annexed are hereby cancelled 
as from the lst day of April, 1919. 

3lst March 

Schedule. 
ORDER AND DATE 

Order applying Regulation 30a to British and Trish ‘Wool of 1916 Chip. 
8th June, 1916. 

Order applying Regulation Wa to Isle of Man Wool of 1916 Cu.ip. 
22nd June, 1916. 

The Woollen and Worsted Materials (Returns) Order, 1916. 16th 
October, 1917 

Order amending the Woollen and Worsted Materials (Returns) Order, 
1916. 11th December. 

Order relating to Dea.ings in 1916 Wool in Ireland. 14th November, 
1916. 

Order relating to Dealings in 1916 Wool in Great Britain and the Isle 
of Man. 14th November, 1916. 

Order relating to Dealings in 1916 and earlier Wool in Great Britain, 
Ireland and the Isle of Man. 29th December, 1916. 

Order requiring the Saie of 1916 and earlier Wool to the Director of 
Army Contracts. 29th December, 1916. 

Order requiring the Furnishing of a Census of the 1916 Clip. 0th 
July, 1916. 

Order requiring the Sale and Delivery of Wool grown prior to and 
during the season of 1916, at any time more than W® days after the 
date thereof. Sth February, 1917. 

Order regulating Dealings in Australian or New Zealand Wool con- 
signed to the United Kingdom on growers’ account. 27th December, 
1916. 

Order regulating Dealings in Scoured and Sliped Australasian Wool. 
14th February, 1917. ( 

Order requiring persons holding stocks of Scoured and Sliped iAus- 
tralasian Wool to sell as may be required by the Director of Army Con 
tracts. 14th February, 1917. 

The Sale of Wool (Ireland) Order, 1917. 11th May. 

Order taking possession of al) Greasy Crossbred Australasian Woo! in 
stock in the Cnited Kingdom unless held by users for the purpose of 
manufacture by the holder. 20th March, 1917. 

The Sale of Wool (Great Britain) Order, 1917. 22nd June. 

The Merino Tops (Returns) Order, 1917. 23rd August. 

The Fel.mongers (Great Britain) Order, 1917. 2let September. 

The Wool (Off Sorts) Order, 1917. 10th September. 

The Wood (Ireland) No. 2 Order, 1917. 8th November 

The Worsted and Hosiery (Laps and Waate) Notice, 1917. 
November 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL, 
WHICH IS URGENTLY IN NEED OF FUNDS For Its HuMANE WoRK. 
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The and Lamb Pelts (Delivery) Order, 1917. 29th December. 
The Fellmongers (Ireland) Order, 1917. 12th December. 
The (British Sheepskins (Sale) Order, 1917. 18th December. 
The Wood (Off Sorta) (No. 2 Order, 1918. 1st (March. 
The Wool (Colonia. Fellmongers) Order, 1918. 22nd April. 
The Sale of Wool (ireland) Order, 1918. 13th May. 
The Sale of Woo. (Great Britain) Order, 1918. 13th May. 
The Sheepskins (Rugs and Mats) Order, 1918. 12th June. 
The Sale of Wool (Great Britain) (Amendment Order, 1918. 17th June 
The Olive Oil Order, 1917. 4th December, 1917. 
The Woollen and Worsted (Consolidation) Order, 1917. Ist Jan., 1918 
(Gazette, 8th April. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred wpon them by the Defence o! 
the Realm Regulations, the Army Council hereby give notice that the 
h and Curried Leather Order, 1917, and the Strap Butt (Conditions 
of Sale) Order, 1947, are cancelled as from the date hereof 7 
let April. [VJazette, 4th April. 





In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the Defence of 
the Realm Regulations, the Army Council hereby give notice that the 
Hides (Splitting) Order, 19117, is cancelled as from the date hereof 

@nd April. (Gazette, 4th April. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations, the Army Council hereby give notice that the Jute 
(Control Notice) 1917 is cancelled. 

4th April. 


[Gazette, 8th April. 


Board of Trade Order. 
TRADING WITH POLAND. 


GENERAL LICENCE. , 

Whereas by Royal Proclamation relating to Trading with the Enemy, 
dated the 9th day of September, 1914, it was, amongst other things, 
declared as follows : 

“The expression ‘enemy country’ in this Proclamation means the 
territories of the German Empire and of the Dual Monarchy of 
Austria-Hungary, tagether with all the Colonies and Dependencies 
thereof ”’ ; 

And whereas it was also declared by the said Proclamation that from 
and after the date of the said Proclamation the persons therein referred 
to were prohibited from having certain transactions with any person o! 
body of persons of whatever nationality resident or carrying on business 
in am enemy country ; 

And whereas it was further declared by the said Proclamation as 
follows :— 

“Nothing in this Proclamation shall be taken to prohibit any 
thing which shall be expressly permitted by Our Licence, or by the 
licence given on Our behalf by a Secretiary of State, or the Board 
of Trade, whether suciy licences be especially granted to individuals 
or be announced as applying to classes of persons "’ ; 

And whereas by Proclamations dated the 8th day of October, 1914 
the 7th day of Jamary, 1915, and the 14th day of September, 1915, ti 


said Proclamation, dated the Sth day of Septemiber, 1914, was amended | 


as in those Proclamations set forth ; 

And whereas it is desirable to grant the licence hereinafter appearing ; 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade, on behalf of His Majest v and 
in pursuance of the powers reserved in the said Prockamations, and all 
other powers thereunto them enabling, do hereby give and grant licence 
to alll persons and bodies of persons resident carrying on business or 
being in the United Kingdom to trade and have commercial and 
financial transactions with persons or bodies of persons resident or 
carrying on business in Poland; 

Provided always that any licence which may be necbssary in respect 
of any transaction under any prohibition of export or prohibition of 
import for the time being in force in the United Kingdom, or in reapect 
of any remittance of money out of the United Kingdom covered by 
Regulation 41p of the Defence of the Ream Regulations, is first obtrined ; 

Provided also that this licence shall not permit amy person or body 
of persons to pay to any person or Iiedy of persons resident or carrying 
on business in Poland any sum of money which bv the terms of tie 
Trading with the Knemy Amendment Acts, 1914 and 1915, or either 
them, is required to be paid to the Custodian uppointed under the 
Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914. but such sums of 
money must be paid to the said Custodian. 

Provided further that this licence shal} not permit any person or bod’ 
of persons to pay or deliver to any person or body of persons resident or 
carrying on business in Poland any sum of money or pr perty of whic 
prior to the date hereof notice has been, or ought to have been. given to 
the snid Custodian under the said Acts, or either of them 

1st April. Mrazette, 4th April 








EXPORTS TO GERMAN AUSTRIA. 
: GENERAL LICENCE 
Whereas by Royal Prockumation relating to Trading with the Enem) 
dated the 9th day of September, 1914, it was, amongst other things, 
declared as follows :— 


“ 1. : i ° 
' me eXpression ‘enemy country’ in this Proclamation means the 


NEW ANNUITY RATES. 


The attention of Solicitors is called to the newly 





} 
| revised and highly favourable rates for Annuities 
| now offered by the CENTURY. 
| Correspondence Invited. 
SPECIMEN RATES. ANNUITY PAYABLE HALF-YEARLY. 
Age not less For each £100 of Purchase Money. 
th = Females. Males. 
60 £810 6 £9 9 10 
| 65 918 6 ll 2 10 
70 11 19 10 13 8.6 











** A strong, well-managed concern.”’— Financial Temes 

“One of the most conspicuously prosperous Offices of the present 
generation.” —IJnsurance News. 

‘One of the best-managed Insurance Companies in Great Britain.”— 
Impre sstons, 

‘‘Originality and enterprise have marked the operations of the 


CENTURY throughout its career.’—Post Magazine. 


CENTURY 


INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


London Office: 27, Queen Victoria Street, E.C. 4, 
HEAD OFFICE: 18, CHARLOTTE SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 








ituries of the German Empire and ef the Dual Monarchy of 
\ustria-Hungary, together with all the Colomes and Dependencies 
| —— 
} And whereas 1 was also deckared by the said Proclamation that from 
and after t date of the asid Proclamation the persons therein referred 
t were pl ted from v g certa transactions with any perron 
or body of persons of whatever nationality resident or carrying on 
bus se in r co 
And whereas it was tu er ck wed by the suid Prochamataon as 
follows 
N ng this Proclamataon shall be taken to prohalat any 
thing which shall be expressly permitted by Our Licence or by the 
lence give me Onur bejalt by Secretary of State, or the Board 
of Trade wihether such Acences be espechaiy gra ited to individuals 
! or be announced as applying to classes of persons 
| And whereas by Proclhumati s dated © 8th day of October, 1914, 
i the 7th day of January a 115, and the 14th chy ot September 1915, the 
said Proclamation dated the 9th divy September, 1914, was amended 
s in those Proclamations set fort . 
And ereas it is desirable to g t the licence hereinafter appearing 
Now erelore, the B dl I ‘ i behalf of His Majesty, and 
pursiance of the powers rese ed in the eaid Prochumations, and all 
other powers thereunts them i g, a ereby give and grant licence 
to all persons residing, carryin n lusiness or being im the United 
Ka oc m to s yuale for tie supply o crn wl , vames or mrenoclendise 
to German Austra, to yo gods, ware or merchandise to 
(herma Austria um ram r the carriage of and to insure 
goods warea or Metcha diese destined for German Austria. and to 
take such acti iS Tray be emary or convetment to secure payment for 
any @¢ Ls \ vs r merohandise so supp ied or for uy charges of 
CXPenses conne ted wit suc supp carrwige or insurance 
Provided always that any kicence w hy may be necessary in reapect 
of amy sudh supply under any prohibition of export for the time being 
force in the United K ngdom is first obtained 
Pro id d i a thaw rerun this Lice ve abvall be leemed t » anthorze 
the payment of money i 4, the date hereof or but for the war 
would e been due to f person or lwelly persons resident, or 
carrying on business in Genn \uetma or the withdrawal of disp yal of 
funds or property held or managed in thie country for the aecount of 





or on behalf of any such person 


Grd April Lifazette, 4th Apeil. 
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Ministry of Munitions Orders. 
THE STEEL SUPPLIES (PARTIAL SUSPENSION) ORDER, 
1919, 


{n reference to the following Orders made by the Minister of Muni- 

tions, namely : 
The Steel Supplies (Metallurgical Coke, Iron and Steel) Order, 
1916, dated the 7th July, 1916. 
The Steel Supplies (Steel-Scrap) Amendment No. 3 Order, 1917, 
dated the 26th August, 1917, 
the Minister of Munitions hereby orders as follows : 

(1) The operation of the said Orders is hereby suspended on and after 
the date hereof until further notice in so far as relates to high-speed 
tool steel and scrap from high-speed tool steel. 

(2) Such suspension shall not effect the previous operation of the said 
Orders or either of them or the validity of any action taken thereunder 
or the liability to any penalty or punishment in respect of any contra- 
vention or failure to comply with the said Orders or either of them 
prior to such suspension, or any proceeding or remedy in respect of 
such penalty or punishment. 

(3) This Order may be cited as The Steel Supplies (Partial Suspen- 
sion) Order, 1919 


Ist April. [Gazette, 1st April. 


COAL TAR AND COKE OVEN RETURNS (SUSPENSION) 
ORDER, 1919 
Coat Tar AND Coke Oven Returns (Suspension) Ornper, 1919. 
In reference to the fal owing Order made bry the Minister of Munitions, 
namesy 

The Ooal Tar or Coke Oven By ‘Producta (Returns) Order, 1916, 

dated the Flat October, 1916, 
the Minister of Munations hereby orders as follows :— 

il. The operation of the said Order is hereby suspended on and 
after the 4th day of Apru, 1919, umtal further notice. 

2. Such suspension shall not affect. the previous operation of 
the said Order or the validity of amy action taken thereunder or 
the liability to any penalty or punishment in = soe of any con- 
travention or failure to comply with the said Order prior to such 
suspension or any proceeding or remedy in respect of such penalty 
or punisiarment 

5. This Order may be cited as The Coal Tar and Coke Oven 
Returns (Suspension) Order, 1919 


4th April [Gazette, Wh April. 


Ministry of Shipping Order. 


THE LIMITATION OF FREIGHTS (COASTWISE TRADE) 
AMENDMENT ORDER, No. 1, 1919. 

The Shipping Controller, in pursuance of the powers conferred on 
him by Regulation 39nBp of the Defence of the Realm Regulations, and 
of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, hereby makes the 
following Order 

1) This Order may be cited as the Limitation of Freights 
(Coastwise Trade) Amendment Order No. 1, 1919 

(2) This Order shall apply only in the case of vessels over 1,000 
tons gross tonnage 

(3) The rates of freight set forth in the First to Sixth Schedules 
to the Limitation of Freights (Coastwise Trade) Order, 1918, and 
the rates for time chartered vessels set forth in the Seventh 
Schedule to the said Order, shall be reduced in the case of vessels 
to which this Order applies by twenty-five per cent. 

(4) This Order shall come into force on the 7th day of April, 1919. 

4th April. (Gazette, 8th April. 


Liquor Control Order. 


GENERAL ORDER OF THE CENTRAL CONTROL BOARD 
(LIQUOR TRAFFIC) REGULATING THE SALE AND SUPPLY 
OF INTOXICATING LIQUOR ON GOOD FRIDAY IN ENG- 
LAND AND WALES. 

We the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic) in pursuance of the 
powers conferred upon us by the Acts and Regulations relating to the 

Defence of the Realm hereby make the following General Order : 


Areas to which the Order applies. 

1. This Order applies to all areas or parts of areas situate in England 
or Wales to which the Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regula- 
tions, 1915, have been applied 
Hours during which intoxicating Liquor may be Sold on Good Friday 

2. The hours during which intoxicating liquor may (subject to the 
provisions of Article 3 hereof) be sold and supplied on Good Friday in 
licensed premises and clubs whether for consumption on or off the 
premises shall be as follows :— 

(2) In the Welsh Area and the West Gloucestershire Area, the 
hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m. and between 6 p.m. and 
9 p.m. for consumption on the premises, and the hours between 
12.580 p.m. and 2.30 p.m. and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. for con- 
sumption off the premises. 





(b) In eack of the other areas the hours during which by the 
provisions of Article 2 of the Orders of the Board for the said areas 
such sale or supply for consumption on or off the premises is 
permitted on Sundays. 

And Article 2 of each of the said Orders of the Board shall be read 
is if the provisions of this Article were inserted therein. 


Sale of Spirits for Consumption off the Premises Prohibited. 


3. No spirits to be consumed off the premises shall be sold or supplied 
in any licensed premises or club or be dispatched or taken therefrom on 
Good Friday, and Article 3 of each of the said Orders shall be read as 
if the provisions of this Article were inserted therein. 

7th April. (Gazette, 8th April. 


Food Orders. 


THE MBAT RETAIL PRICES (ENGLAND AND WALES) ORDER, 
No. 2, 1918. AND THE MEAT RETAIL PRIOES (SCOTLAND) 
ORDER, 1918. 


1. In exercise of the powers reserved to him by the above Orders 
S.R. & O., Nos. 372 and 862 of 1918] and of all other powers enabling 
him in that behalf, the Food Controller hereby gives notice that on and 
after the 3rd March, 1919, the maximum prices on sales of meat (inc.ud- 
ing veal) by retail in the area comprised in the Administrative County 
of London and the Counties of Essex, Hertfordshire, Middlesex, Kent, 
Surrey, Sussex, Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire, 
Hampshire, and the Isle of Wight, shall be at the rates mentioned in the 
First Schedule hereto and the maximum prices on sales by retail in any 
other part of Eng.and or in Wales shall be at the rates mentioned in 
the Second Schedule hereto, and the maximum prices on sales by retail 
in Scotland shall be at the rates mentioned in the Third Schedule hereto 

2. The (Notices dated the 22nd August, 1918, the 20th September, 1918, 
the 4th ‘November, 1918, and the 20th December, 1918, issued under the 
above Orders are hereby revoked as from the 3rd March, 1919, but 
without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any contravention 
thereof. 

28th February. ; 

[Schedules of Maximum Prices.] 


NOTICE OF REVOCATION. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations, and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, 





VALUATIONS 


CARRINGTON &Co. 
Court Jewellers. 
130, REGENT STREET. 
LONDON, W.1. 


are prepared to undertake 
Valuations for Probate, 
Insurance & Family Division. 


EXPERTS WILL BE SENT 
ANY DISTANCE. 


Jaliations are apeditrously 
made, charges strictly moderate 


TELEPHONE NO: 
REGENT 3727 6 3726. 
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—_—_— 
the Food Controller hereby revokes the Orders mentioned in the first 
column of the Schedule as from the dates set opposite such Orders in 
the second column of the Schedule, but without prejudice to any pro 
ceedings in respect of any contravention thereof 
6th March 
The Schedule 


i. Order revoked. 2. Date of revocation. 





§. R. & O., No. 1350 of 1917. The Ice Cream 
(Restriction) Order, 1917. 

8. R. & O., No. 1574 of 1918. The Milk (Re- | 
striction in Establishments) Order, 1918. 


22nd March, 1919. 


9th March, 1919. 


CHEESE (DISTRIBUTION) ORDER, 1918 
Directions. 


In exércise of the powers reserved to him by th I Order {S. R 


& O., No. 618 of 1918] and of all other powers enabling him in that | 


behalf, the Food Controller hereby orders and directs as follows : 

1. On and after 19th March, 1919, until further notice no Government 
cheese shall be sold by retail at a price exceeding the rate of 1s. 6d. 

r lb 

2.—(a) No charge may be made for packing or packages or for giving 
credit. 

(6) Where the cheese is delivered at the buyer’s request otherwise 
than at the seller’s premises an additional charge may be made in respect 
of such delivery not exceeding the rate of $d. per lb. or any larger sum 
actually and properly paid by the seller for carriage 


3. The Directions under the above Order, dated 23rd July, 1918 [S. R. | 


& O., No. 920 of 1918], are hereby revoked as from 19th March, 1919, 
but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any contravention 
thereof. . 

8th March. 





NOTICE OF REVOCATION. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 





| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


| 
} 
| 
| 


Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, | 


the Food Controller hereby revokes the Orders mentioned in 
column of the Schedule hereto as from the dates set opposite such Orders 
in the second column of the Schedule, but without prejudice to any 
proceedings in respect of any contravention thereof. 


18th March. 


The Schedule 


1. Title of Order. 


8S. R. & O., No. 1297 of 1917. The Condensed | 18th March, 1919. 
Milk (Returns) Order, 1917. 

8. R. & O., Nos. 174 and 1691 of 1918. The Con- | 3lst May, 1919. 
densed Milk (Distribution) Order, 1918, and 
Directions given thereunder. 

8. R. &O., No. 299 of 1918. The Imported Canned | 
Condensed Milk (Requisition) Order, 1918. 

S. R. & O., No. 361 of 1918. The Canned Con- | 3lst March, 1919. 
densed, Milk (Requisition) Order, 1918. 


3lst May, 1919. 





TEA (RETAIL PRICES) ORDER, 1918. 
GENERAL LICENCE 
On and after the 24th March, 1919, unti! further m 
sold and bought free from the restrictions imposed by the above Order 
(S. R. & O., No. 506 of 1918). 
1@h March. 


yLice tea May be 





The following Food Orders have also been issued 
Order amending the Meat (Maximum Prices) Order, 1917. Lst 

March, 1919. 

Order amending the Poultry and Game (Prices) Order, 1918 (as 
amended. 6th March. 

Order amending the Potatoes (Scotland) Order, 1918. 10th March 

The Salmon Fisheries (Ireland) Order, 1919. 11th March. 

The Rationing Order, 1918. Notice relating to meat meals in 


Catering Establishments and Institutions. 8th Februar 
The Live Stock (Sales) Order, 1918 General Licence 17th 
March. 


The Sugar Order (Ireland), 1917. The Sugar (Restriction) Order 
1918. General Licence. 18th March 
The Cocoa Powder (No. 2) Order, 1918 
March. 
The Meat Retail 
Licence. 19th March. 
The Cocoa Butter (Provisional Prices) Order, 1918. ‘The Cocoa 
Butter (Requisition) Order, 1918. General Licence. 19th March. 


General Licence. 18th 


Prices (Scotland) Order, 1918 General 


the first | 











THE BRITISH LAW 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C. 2. 
(with Branches throughout the United Kingdom). 


FIRE, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
BURGLARY, THIRD PARTY, MOTORS, LIFTS, BOILERS, 
PROPERTY OWNERS’ LNDEMNITY, LOSS of PROFITS 

due to FIRE, GLASS BREAKAGE, LIVE STOCK, 
TRANSIT RISKS. 
Gentlemen ina position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies 
within the United Kingdem. 
DAVID M. LINLEY, Manager. 


The Closing of the Press Bureau. 


Unk sn emergency arises, it is proposed to close the Official Presg 
Whit ' on Wth April, after which date there will be no 

t Pr telegra I Press articles, books or pictures; 
Ch t mean that there will be any change in the provisions 
t Defence of the Realm Acts or in the regulations made under 
rhey ill remain binding as heretofore, but the responsibility 

t ar I ed with will rest on the publisher As 





ga i i al ud from this country, the responsibility 
t th t endet f the telegrams . 
From 30th April the Pre Bureau will also cease to issue to the 
| Pres nunications from or on tehalf of any Minister or Depart 
I it of the Government 
New Statutes. 
| rHE INCREASE OF RENT AND MORTGAGE INTEREST 
RESTRICTIONS) ACT, 1919 
l ext of Act is the same as that of the amended Bill, which 
ted te, } ‘7, with the following additions, and consequent 
Sect |). In the fifth line of the proviso (p. 578), read “in any 
til or in respect of any period prior to the expiry The words 
idded 
i t paragraph f subsection (1 tion two 
pl Act ther hall be inserted the follow Ing proviso 
Provided that, if the rateable value of the dwelling-house on 
ud third d of August exceeds the standard rent as so 
| i rat ble Value shall, a8 respects that house, be deemed 
t dard rent 
Sect. ! Add at the end the following sub-clauses 
Lhe pi ipal Act, both as ong nally enacted and extended by 
\ ive ¢ us if in proviso (vi) to subsection (1) of 
Act after,the word “ until’ there were inserted the 
I ny period prior to 
Any roor il lwe house the subject of a separate letting 
i i pury of the principal Act and this 
Act 1 as a part of a house let as a separate dwelling 
~ I ) adsé afr 
6. Limitat rent of | f let furnished.|—(1) Where the 
lwelling-house to which’the principal Act, either as 
illy enacted or as extended by this Act, applies, lets, or has, 
} the pas f this Act, let the house or any part thereof at a 
I which includes vayment in respect of the use of furniture, and 
it proved to tl itisfaction of the county court on the application 
lessee that the rent charged yields to the occupier a profit more 
fi per centum in excess of the normal profit as herein- 
after fi i urt may order that the rent, so far as it exceeds 
ly 1 su nal profit and twenty-five per centum, 
} il ind that the amount of any payment of rent 
é such sum which may have been made in respect of any 
1 after the pa f tl Act, shall be repaid to the lessee, and, 
r idice to I other met} recovery, may be recovered 
| n | deductions from subsequent payments of rent. 
For il st f this section normal pr fit means the profit 
| it reasonal have been obtained from a similar letting in 
t! ling on the third day f August, nineteen hundred and 
7. At dinent of definition of atandard rent.)—At the end of para 
t il tion (1 f section two of the principal Act, the 
f rds shall be inserted 
Vv vided that, in the case of any dwel ing heuse let at a pro 
‘ rent payable under a tenancy agreement or lease, the maxi 
mum re pay able under such tenancy agreement or lease shall be 
e standard rent 





section oO 1 the same as « 


lause 6 of the Bill as we printed it. 
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. : . Mr. E. B. V. Christian, Mr. F. W. Emery, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr, 
Societies. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of 


£55 was voted in relief; two new members were elected, and other 


The Barristers’ Benevolent Association. business transacted 


general meeting ol . ‘ le Benevolent Association 
j n Monday in the Hall! of tl ) lemple he Lord Chan + . 
or presiding, 7 “| The Society of Incorporated Accountants and 


e report stated that a.though t nnanci t the association Auditors 


d. th nmittee could not fee { ‘ly satished with either 
yunt While the committee had increased the allowances Che next examinations of candidates for admission into this society 
28th and 29th May. Women are eligible under the 


y < wuld not regal m s on the w ple idequate be held i 27th, 
£3,298 distributed mg, sey, 100 persons gave ony iety’s regulations to qualify as incorporated accountants upon the 
sum w ch would not veT a y raw rd and | dgin ) 


regarded receipta_ the ommitte ecorded the fact a 


ol | same terms and conditions as are applicable to men. 


, 
5 
wenty-t! 1 Ww nembers t rleen ncreases t suvbecrip 


{ ‘ 


ur renewals « ipsed mem bership A very few subscrip 


ti ne ad been withdrawn or reduced, and thirteen members had died Union Society of London. 
The net result was the receipt of a total of £1,650 for subscriptions SESSION 1918-19. 


against £1,.6) eceived in the »V ION ye efe ne to donations : 

a. : mm re he i } J id , A 1 - dV: A = - The annual ladies’ night debate was held at the Old Hall, Lincoln's 
f committee i¢ I aditio A 1 i . mas convl yUuL 1 ‘ ot 1 2 r . . 

£1,000, other generous gifts whic Ra ok of 8 TE6. om tncenen of n, on Wedn eh April, at 8 p.m lhe subject for debate was 

£1.037 over 1917 Phe wae hel end web Beedened aan’ matekie inant Chat ali branches of the legal profession should be open to women 

Opener, Miss Helena Normanton ; opposer, Mr. F. A. Symmons Phere 


in the number of applicants eligtb.e fo f he committee said that , . 
i re present 110 members and friends. The motion was carried 


the subscriptions were far too ‘ ne y therefore earnestly asked 
for new subseriber - ——_—_- = 
The Lord Chancellor ) he ; tion f the report and i” a - 
statement ta int at five ears had made vreat ° 
demands on the members o le association jarristers recognized with The Birch. 
admiration the extraordinary sacrifice of the other branch of the i 
profession, the solicitors, but it must be noted that when they went to rhe following letter, from Mr. Clarke Hall, appeared in the 7 «mes 
the war they could leave people behind who could attend to a great { the 2nd inst. 
many of their interests Barristers were placed in no such position Sir,—Deeply concerned as I am with the vital question of juvenile 
Every man went from a one-man business which in the main dis delinquency 1 have just read with surpnise and regret the Glasgow 
appeared the moment he disay peared ' sult was beyond all doubt | Gomunititee s report on this subject, and I feel reluctantly constrained 
th at their profession had iffered a A us any other profession © write a protest against i It is emphatical y not my experience that 
rhey must not forget that their profes vhile it had dazzling prizes birching, as adimanistered in police courts, has either a good remedial! or 
was in many ways one of the saddest sions in the world It was deterrent. effect, auve in very rare causes. lw the year 1916 juveniie 
strewn with failures at every stag ery often the failures were | a nquency in Kast London reached its maximam, over 1,000 children 
men who could not quite explain wh y had turned out to be failures vid ye ing persons being charged in this court. Since that time sen- 


He uld not help thinking ut tl : ho had been prosperous es of birching have constantly diminished and are mow exceedingly 
in the profession reflected on the needs « t few years the more v 


} but juvenile delinquency has steadily grown less. I could give 
they would rally, a rding to thei © the support of the he statistics showing this, did space permit vy own experience is that 
association : 1 complete organisation of voluntary workers for each partacular district 
Che m n ” » eco! } OY ly u , Roche was agreed to. ictang under the directéon of official probation officers, such as now 
The following members were elected to on the Committee olf prevauils_in East London, is the moat effectaal means of preventing crime 
Management for the ensuing year Mr. J. F. P. Ra wlinson K C., amongst children, and the best security for their future welfare and 
M.P., Mr. H. T. Kemp, k.¢ Sir Reginald \ land, K.C., Mr. E good behaviou With the suggestion that there should be power to 
Lewis Thoma K.( Mr. George Wallace, K.C., M1 tigby Swift, | send iboys under fourteen, who have been previously canvicted, to indus 
K.C., Mr. F. H. Maugham, K.C., Mr. T. J. C. Tomlin, K.C., M1 trial rather than reformatory schools, I heartily concur. 
James Rolt, K.¢ Mr. T. T. Paine, Mr. E. W. Hansell, Mr. J. FE ; ” OW. Crargke Hani 
Harman, Mr. Theo Mathew, Mr. G. R. Northcot Mr. R. W. Turner, lice Court, Old-street, EC., 2rid April 
Mr J W Manning, Mr H Tindal Methold, the Hon M. M 
Macnaghten, K.C., Ms R. Goddard, and the Hor Horace Woodhouse SS 


The. Preservation of Commons. 


Lord Ernle, President of the Board of Agriculture, has, says the 

The Council « | aw Society have received from the Repatriation /'imes, given a sympathetic reception to a deputation from the Commons 

and Demobi ' epartment o ! ustralian Imperial Force a | and F otpathe Presenvation Society and National Trust, which urged 

letter requesting tl co-operati« effort they are making to | thn: care should be taken that the interests of the public and the needs 
egal education of mall number of members of conumoners and rural communities should be safeguarded in connec 

the Imperial F¢ I he men t . ed to be either | tion with pending afforestation, land settlement, housing and other 
hile normally reconstruction legislation. Fear was expreseed that some of ee pro- 





— 


The Law Society. 


secure the 


university graduates who have been «¢ { \ wih 

they would have been studying Arts 4 rv articled clerks wh¢ ected sciemes might involve grave inroads upon commons and Seriously 

would mostly ha been attending VeeeR ectures in a Faculty of ntenfene with the natural beauty of the country. 

Law while servir in a soll itor s offic ‘ | practitioners who have The deputation was introduced by Mr. J. F. L. Brunner. and the 

foregone some of the most valuable years of their experienc speakers incaded Lord Bryce, Lord Farrer, Mr. E. N. Buxton, Mr 
[t is the wish of the Department to sect re for these men the advantage Briscoe Eyre, Miss Hunter and Mr. R, A. Glen, on behalf of the Com- 

of att ndance and service in solicitors off sgn London. . mons and Footpaths Preservation Society. Mr. John Bailey (vice-chaii 
Phe Council of the Law Society will be glad to have the names of man) and Dr. Dawtrey Drewitt, on behalf of the National Trust, asked 

that the property of the National Trust should be safeguarded. 





solicitors in London o are willing idmit to their offices members 
of the Australian Imperial Force, as stated | 


r) men will remain under milit j lis wit leave from It was urged that metropolitam commons and commons near large 

we net emal Hite i ry ‘ “ iv, t t ire 

military duty, for the purpose stated, up to the 30th November next, : 
excluded from enclosure, and that, in wiew of their vital importance to 

| 


myer - - . 
amalkholders and cottagers, no part of a rural common should be diverted 


towns of value for recreation ar on account of scenic beauty should be 


which leave will be extended if demobilization takes | 


from its present function of furmslang free supplies of pasture and 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. fuel without careful inquiry by the Board of Agriculture and without 
. adequate protection for the commoners and pubhe. 

The monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association was oe t I eouon & oo _ , } pric : 
held at the Law S iety’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 9th inst:, Mr Lord Ernle assured the deputation t at he was strongly im sympathy 
The le ( " j ~ } in @h . hai The +] rd im tors presefit were with what had been put forward, iboth on the side of commons as 4 
Charles Goddard in the chair ‘ . c. | means of ‘ivelihoad for those who lived upon their verges, and from the 


Messrs. E. R. Cook, 7 S. Curtas, A. Da enport, C. G. May. R | 
Nesbitt. J. F. Rowlatt, M. A. Tweedie, and W. M. Walters Five | 
hundred and fourteen pounds was distributed to poor and deserving | 
cases, and other general business was transacted 


point of view of the preservation of areas for the health and recreatiov 
of the public He thouglit there was agreement that a distinction must 
be @drawn between metropokitan and urban commons and remote rurat 
commons, and that possibly a differential treatment might. be adopted 
as for some time ito come food production must ibe conmdered. A Bi 
_ to carry out the recommendations of the Select Cammittee on Commons 
Law Association, was in an advanced state of preparation, and would be introduced as 
The usual monthly meeting of directors was held at the Law | 80" as public business permitited Fee 
Societv’s Hall on Thursday, the 3rd inst., Mr. E. E. Bird in the chain As regards allotments on commons, the holders must give way ” 
The other directors present were :—Mr. T. H. Gardiner (treasurer), the public right of recreation wherever it existed and was used to any 
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that the health and recreation of the large body of the people who had | Feaith 
puouc mgits was @ consideration paramount over the lmterests af the a 
few who were fortunate enough to have allotments. 


Lord Ernie gave an assurance that the — ~~ the National Companies 
. . 


Trust—including commons—would not be « t 





isturbed, and said that he 


saw no reason why he should not respond to « request made by the | T ondon Guarantee and Accident Company (Limited). 


deputation for a return of the common jands still remaining in England 


and Wales. He agreed that cammons wete ol the greatest posible The directors f the London Guarantee and Accident Company 
assistance to smaliholders in enabling them to exist where otherwise | (Limited) recommend the payment of a final dividend on the ordi- 


it would be impossible to make @ living, and said that, so far from | nary shares of 15s. per share (less income tax), making, with the 
1 


intending to abolish the common land system, it was part of the pro interim d le iid in September, 1918, a total dividend of 25s. 
‘ ‘9 are, , r L 
gramme of the Department to create common Pe find He did not | per share (less income tax). The total dividend paid in 1917 was 
think that the Commons Preservation Society would find that the Land+ 5 r} , 
) 20s. per share (less income tax) 1ey also recommend the pay- 
Settlement Bill required amendment, because the "Bil was very linuted ; levidoudl 9 , nt. (J ‘ he £5 id 
pa : ent of a dividend of 24 per ce 28 ome ti . , 
in its operations. The Board had always worked on such excellent “oe 4 , 4 I , — _ ow rt ry Any ene ane 
terme with the Commons Preservation Society, which was a most useful |”) Preference shares lor the hall-year to December, 1Y1G 
and public-spirited body, that there was no chance of breaking through The annual general meeting will be held at the head office of the 
- - ompany, 20, 21 and 22, Lincoln's Inn-fields, W.C. 2, on Thursday, 


that admirable tradition or of the Board relaxing its vigilance i - 


regard to the preservation 6f commons. 8 
17th April until lst May, both days inclusive 








Colonial Acts to Regulate Footwear. Law Students” Journal. 
It or , Says the 7'imes, — n the hands r = manufacturers — The Law Society. 
are taking steps “ to put an end for ever to shoddy boots” (as reportec , . : oo 
in the 7'imes of 3nd April) if it is pointed out that there is precedent for The Second Term of 1919 will ee 28th a ‘- which 
the “ regulation of footwear ’’ by the Legislature, when a minority from | #4 Me ! lowing days the I rincipal rye e . ~y room at t 2 Sor iety 5 
some cause or anotiber fails to adopt the hagher at undard « nf tire majorily H - een Shee ‘+(“w = = L = tg i ©, i a, b Lage 
In 1911 the State of South Australia passed legislation with that | of beu nsulted by students. Lectures and classes begin on 
object, but the Act was not to come into force until similar laws had Wednesday, the 30th. A full prospectus and time-table can be obtained 
_ ; a 2... ’ cel Ria “ ! , w letter. : socie s office 
been passed by New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland. Appar- m application, personally or by ter, at the ety ffice. 





ently it has not yet come into operation, as New South Wales has no 
special law on the subject. In 1913 an Act to regulate the manufacture 


and sale of footwear was passed in New Zealand. It required that if the Legal News, 


soles of boots or shoes were not of solid leather they should have - 
stamped upon them a statement of the material or materials composing Appointments. 
the sole. The Act authorized the appointment of am inspector for the : , ; : 
purpose of enforcing its provisions, but afterwards the work of making rhe King has been pleased to approve of the names of Mr. Anrnur 
purchases and conducting prosecutions was assigned to one of the | Goprrey Rosy and the Hon Epwarp Evan CHarreris for appoint 
factory inspectors. ment the rank of K ngs Counsel Mr Roby, who was called in 

Victoria passed a statute in < closely following the South Austa 1887, has practised at Manchester at the Equity Bar, and Mr. Charteris, 
lan Act, but with somewhat full ‘ke tail; The operative section pro who was called in 1891 the Oxford Circuit and at the Parliamen 
vides that tary Bar 

‘If amy person mas unfactures for sale or sells or exposes for sale — 

or supphes or has in bis posseasion for sale or supply any boots or . - " : 

+ Rasy we solea of which y not coneist entire y wT taatee he aia Changes in Partnerships. 

unless a true statement of the materials composing the sole is con Dissolutions. 


spicuously and legibly stamped upon or impressed into the outer 
surface of the sole of each boot or shoe on that portion of the sole 


{ MARRIOTT jlicitors (Church, Rackham, & Co.), 46, Lincoln's Inn-fields, 


known as the waist be liable to a pen ulty of not les than five pounds 
nor more titan twenty pounds W.C. 2. March 31 So far as regards the said Henry George Church, 
“ Provided that this section shall not apply where the outsole who retire from the firm; the said Robert Bruce Aitken and Alfred 
- : oro ' 
consists entirely of rubber; or (b) where the only material in + Joseph Marriott, together th the Right Hon. Sir Donald Maclean, 
sole other than the leather consists of one or mort f the fol wa mg = vill continue the said business wi der the present stvle or firm of 
* (1) ordinary fillers of cork or waterproof felt Church, Rackham, & Co 
agra ame te + paarles- wllagncatete Arsert Hamitton Goprrey and Water Jounston Hatsey, solicitors 
i a prescribed material used as prescribed in the manufacture fHills. Godfrey, and Halsey), 23, Queen Anne’s-gate, Westminster 
of shanks ; Aah ee Jan. 31 Such businese will be carried on in the future by the said 
‘\(iv.) wood used in the heele of ladies’ footwear : Wal Soa Hal ° 
. : e ’ it ‘ nston alsey 
“<(v.) stiffening of such materials and so made as prescribed.”’ _— : : : 
sHwin Wurre and ALGerNon Smita, solicitors (White, 


The details “prescribed "’ are incorporated in regulations made under Cuaries A : 
- ‘ ‘ 1 ] y . y 
the Act. The procedure upon a defence of warnanty is analogous to | Smith, & Co Church-street, Barnsley, Yorks. April 1. So far as 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Go., Ltp. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY. GLASS, 


“MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 
Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householders, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS' POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premiom, 


LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases: and Mbortgages of 


INSU RANCE. Licensed Property, settled ty Counsel,{will be sent on application. 
For Further Information, write: 24, MOORGATE ST., E.C. 2. 




















considerable extent. Where allotments were situated in places such | that under the Food and Drugs Act, and the administration of these 
as London parks the Board were taking steps to carry out the view | Acts accordingly falls within the province of the Minister of Public 


Ist May, at 12 noon, and the transfer books will be closed from 


Henry Georc@@ucercn, Rosert Bauce Aitken, and Atrrep Josern 
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concerns the said Algernon Smith, who retired from the said firm; the 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep «n CHANCERY 


said Charles Ashwin White wi ntinue to carry on the said business. | 
Gazette, April 8 | 

| 

| 


Information Required. 


TO SOLICITORS.—W the Cit r who executed or attested 
\ = ¢ \ ‘ , , ' ROLAND BRERETON R04 LD Parer Starxine Co., Lap Me Hy are a, he - ge —_ 18, 
. ‘ ‘ ‘ . j to semd t r ne . d addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims 

BARLOW, t f Blow ' “ . ' I " leceased, | Br e, Ra« ffe Bridge, Radcliffe + aanln , liquidator 
Kindly ! te t Ju t Ly ‘ 19 { é i! arsioe Steamsurre Co LAD Ix Votrntary Ligqurpation.)—Creditors are re 

r before May 3, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ticule de r claims, to Thomas Henry Catcheside, Exchange-bldgs., 
ST a Quaysix y t »on-Tyne, liquidator 

General. Gorse: B Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send 
r names ¢ s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, te 
Josiah Smart, and Thomas Toten Willeox, 16, Victoria 


London Gazette.—Tvrspar, April 1 


Votrsrary Ligrrpation.)—Creditors are required, op 
» ser n their names and addresses, and the particulars 
ns, to William O. Stratford, 62, Bannerdale-rd., Sheffield, 


’ 





Starntne Co., Lrp.—Creditore are required, on or before May 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Radcliffe Bridge, Radoliffe., Lancs, liquidator 
a~p Frsarxe Co... Lrp. (Is Votrwtary Ligrvipatioy.)— 
on or before May 1, to send in their names and 
f their debts or claims, to Fred J. Warren, 3, Victoria- 
vr 


ette.—Fripar, April 4 
required, on or before April 30, to send their 
urt lars of their debts or claims, to Frank 
1, liquidator 
‘reditore ar» required, on or before May 20, to send 
snd particulars of their debts and claims, to Alfred 
brs., Ribv-sq., Grimsby, liquidator 
Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May @, 
addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, te 
leethorpe-rd. Grimsby, liquidator 
TLEPOOL Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
mes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
newood Fortune, 36, Church-st, West Hartlepool, liqul- 


‘ 


re " | 

1910, ar the t é t har ! t x ‘ . TY t Votrsrary Lrqvrpatron).—Creditors are required, on oF 
, . their names and addresses, with particulars of their 

» - aa e or cla a ' am J. Ogden, 56, Moorgate-st, liquidator 

duties »v tat " ul expen il \ T RICAN ‘ : rro~w Co.. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before 

incurred i! ectiol I ie Kk Ol lug we I ‘ v1 ' names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts oF 

the | rT , , 27 | 1 ms urles lliam Moore, 5, London Wall-bldgs., liquidator 


estim Kimate £4 f N00 ‘ nt } ' 4 

tin i £4,600 00 IM po LO i London Gazette TUESDAY April ® 

Reeser Prantations, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or 

! j ‘ , } uke P ounce tha nd in their names and addresses, with particulars of their 

he P ot , fenm , ‘ h, ’ t ’ s to R rt Hendereon Ireland, 5, Fencharch-st., liquidator : 

Diet , ' “gat . . > . : or Tas Por = Creditors are required, on or before May 19, to send their 

Se . . . ' ut ol ent lad nd particul f their debts or claims, to Walter Wright, 
ssembly | 
ordial 

that 


q ier 





; Creditors are required, on or before April 3, 
nd addr ind the particulars of their debts or claims, 
% Fastcheap. liquidator J 

» te ‘ . ) ‘ : ; -_ Sons. Ltt Vourstary LiqurpaTtion Creditors are re- 
whole lis natior e¢ | he . ra = | 1 on of { May , send their names and addresses, and particulars ff 
British natio titel f, ; Fr: age a: P : r clair Plavfoot. 50, West-st., Dorking, liquidator 

‘ t ' : ’ p.—Cred s are required. on or before June 4, to send their 
the caus ! i i I é har t ti f , ] res nd e particulars of the their debts or claims, te 
the vigou ire i fies for all time at : ’ f rs. Hutchison & Cuff, 6, Stone-bldgs., Lincoln's ina, 


our country ¥ ie nob ms al biect fF wor il . Y , 

1} , - J . : . til on po « Wat Terre . reditors are required. on or before May 14, to send 
he Speaker ‘ t tl ouse would probably wish I en ‘ wadin mand resses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 

a suitable reply ' " Vishe shaw Hous Basinghall-st., liquidator , 

' . ee , z. - a ( Inq é In Votrntary Liqurpation).—Creditors are required, om 
In the Hou — ur bure! ecre ' for ' o send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

tarv for War ! ve ‘ ) \ ne. sai . : rnm< ‘ ' > aialuns » Mr. John Richardson Ling, 38, Victoria-st., Westminster, 


has decided : 

them in roving of r 4] . 7 & Ce , re are required, on or before May 31, to send their 
h soldiers of var lenses, — ‘ *] names and address “i the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 

with soldier ous « ’ id , me al Lane "> Wy nat vachester, Heaidaler 

have commit d : , rm ur nh conse nee have APOER rm TAT ditors are req tired, on or before April 25. to send 

been senter dress¢ the particulars of their debts or claims, te 

f I f 7 } Fr F - liquidator ; 

"total a ig . tad . ee _ ‘ mpl . To TT «a ’ L?D t t e required, on or before May 7, to send their 

Swe s yt —_ the regate nt <1 addressee and particulars of their debts or claims, to Willism 

they wi . f lo ‘ook R ) MSOF I Folkestone, liquidator 

right hor re leman sex oe tH - 8 Bp 

ment kir ; wre ; ms - ca r ‘ ee ' 

ome ving = - en Resolutions tor Winding-up Voluntary. 

All those consi ions we ‘th rT f the Gov London Gazette-—Fripar, March 28. 

Gellinge Iron Foundry Co., Ltd 

Demerara & Coverden Produce Co., Ltd. 

Anglo-Brazilian Line, Ltd 

Tranter & Hancox, Ltd 


Court Papers. ; : r I i " of South —- _— Vale Football and Athletio 
al Oo ‘ t 
Supreme Court of Judicature, at 


Ltd United Kingdom Margarine Co., Ltd. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


ment 


mdon Gazette.—Tvespay, April 1 
Fea : lect vs td C. Perls & Co., Ltd 
Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice site a Ste eee 
ROTA. No. 1. Evr. SARGANT. nut cerry ny Co. Ltd. 
Monday April 14 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Synge Mr. Ploxam aan a” amend 
Tuesday coe 16 Leach Goldschmidt Bloxam Borrer : oo ; 
Wednesday .. 16 yeaa Pree ee Goldschmidt 7 tratford | Anglo-American Bowling Synd 
Thursday 17 Farmer Church Goldschmidt Leach K : ae John Burton & Gress. ‘ed 
t Br y ] Trafalgar Colliery Co., te 
Date. = Justice Mr Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P. 0, ha, ; boomin Co.. 148 Little ple Paper Staining Co., Ltd. 
STBURY YOuNGER. PETERSON, LAWRENCE , t Ad Broadfield Paper Staining Co., Ltd 
Monday April 14 Mr. Jolly Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. Leach 
oy wa Re - 16 Synge Jolly Farmer Charch 7 , —Farpar, April 4 
ednesday .. 16 Bloxam Synge Jolly fF ’ 7 916 
Thureday ..., 17 Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly netor o pane S Mei Led, 7 
The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 18th y lint ' ‘ast Grins’ y War W 
y, » 18th day of April, 1919, anc . ‘ East Grinste War Work Asseaeton, 
terminate on Tuesday, the 22nd day of April, 1919, inclusive, ' . British Costumiers’ Asso Ltd. ia a 


cate, Ltd. 
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